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BOARD  OF  SUPERVISORS  MOTION  AFFIRMING 
CERTIFICATION 


FILE  NO.  031486  MOTION  NO.    Ho3-  I03 

[Affirm  certification  of  the  final  environmental  impact  report  for  the  301  Mission  Street 
Project.] 

Motion  affirming  the  Planning  Commission  certification  of  the  final  environmental 
impact  report  for  the  301  Mission  Street  Project 

WHEREAS,  The  project  sponsor  for  a  mixed-use  development  at  301  Mission  Street, 
Assessor's  Block  3719,  Lots  1  and  17  (the  "Project")  submitted  its  application  for 
environmental  review  of  the  Project  to  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Department  (the 
"Department");  and 

WHEREAS,  The  Department  created  City  Planning  File  No.  2001.0792E,  subsequently 
determined  that  an  environmental  impact  report  was  required  for  the  Project,  and  provided 

i 

public  notice  of  that  determination  by  publication  in  a  newspaper  of  general  circulation  on  May  j 

1 1 , 2002;  and  i 

i 

WHEREAS,  On  February  15,  2003,  the  Department  published  a  draft  environmental  j 
impact  report  (the  "DEIR")  (State  Clearinghouse  Number  2002052062)  and  provided  notice  of  | 
the  availability  of  the  document  for  public  review  and  comment.  A  copy  of  said  document  is 
on  file  with  the  Clerk  of  the  Board  of  Supervisors  in  File  No.  031485  and  is  incorporated  by 
reference  herein;  and 

WHEREAS,  On  March  20,  2003,  the  Planning  Commission  (the  "Commission  ")  held  a 
duly  noticed  public  hearing  on  the  DEIR;  and 

WHEREAS,  On  April  3,  2003,  the  47-day  public  comment  period  on  the  DEIR  ended; 

and 

WHEREAS,  On  July  17,  2003,  the  Department  published  a  "Draft  Summary  of 

Comments  and  Responses"  on  the  DEIR  and  distributed  such  document  to  the  Commission  j 

I 
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Board  of  Supervisors  Motion  Affirming 


and  to  all  parties  who  commented  on  the  DEIR.  A  copy  of  said  document  is  on  file  with  the 
Clerk  of  the  Board  of  Supervisors  in  File  No.  031485  and  is  incorporated  by  reference  herein;  i 
and 

WHEREAS,  Prior  to  publication  of  the  Draft  Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses, 
the  project  sponsor  notified  the  Planning  Department  that  its  preferred  alternative  is  the 
Project  analyzed  in  the  main  text  of  the  DEIR  with  the  incorporation  of  Alternative  E-1:  To 
Accommodate  Transbay  Terminal  and  Second-to-Main  Street  Caltrain  Extension  Alignment; 
and 

WHEREAS,  On  July  31,  2003,  the  Commission,  at  a  duly  noticed  public  hearing, 
considered  the  certification  of  the  final  environmental  impact  report  (the  "FEIR"),  which 
consists  of  the  DEIR,  the  Draft  Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses,  and  related 
documents;  and 

WHEREAS,  On  this  same  date,  in  Motion  No.  16621,  the  Commission  certified  the  | 

I 

FEIR  finding  that  the  contents  of  the  FEIR  and  the  procedures  through  which  it  was  prepared,  ! 
publicized,  and  reviewed  complied  with  the  provisions  of  the  California  Environmental  Quality  i 
Act  (Cal.  Public  Resources  Code  sections  21000  at  seq.,  hereinafter  "CEQA"),  the  State 
CEQA  Guidelines  (Cal.  Code  of  Regulations  Title  14,  sections  15000  et  seq.,  hereinafter 
"CEQA  Guidelines")  and  Chapter  31  of  the  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code  ("Chapter  31");  i 
and 

WHEREAS,  By  said  Motion  No.  16621,  the  Commission  found  the  FEIR  reflected  its 
independent  judgment  and  analysis  and  was  adequate,  accurate,  and  objective,  and  certified 
the  FEIR  in  compliance  with  CEQA,  the  State  CEQA  Guidelines,  and  Chapter  31.  Said  i 
Motion  is  on  file  with  the  Clerl<  of  the  Board  in  File  No.  031485  and  is  incorporated  by 
reference  herein;  and 
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Board  of  Supervisors  Motion  Affirming 


WHEREAS,  By  letter  to  the  Clerk  of  the  Board  of  Supervisors  dated  August  20,  2003, 
Sue  C.  Hestor,  on  behalf  of  the  Rincon  Hill  Residents  Association,  filed  a  timely  appeal  of  the 
FEIR  certification  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors;  and 

WHEREAS,  On  September  16,  2003,  this  Board  held  a  duly  notice  public  hearing  to 
consider  the  appeal  of  the  FEIR  certification;  and 

WHEREAS,  This  Board  has  reviewed  and  considered  the  FEIR  and  heard  testimony 
and  received  public  comment  regarding  the  adequacy  of  this  document;  and 

WHEREAS,  The  FEIR  files  and  all  con^espondence  and  other  documents  have  been 
made  available  for  review  by  this  Board  and  the  public.  These  files  are  available  for  public 
review  by  appointment  at  the  Planning  Department  offices  at  1660  Mission  Street  and  are 
made  part  of  the  record  before  this  Board  by  reference  herein;  and 

WHEREAS,  Since  the  Planning  Commission  action  on  the  FEIR,  there  is  no  new  | 

i 

information  of  significance  that  would  require  a  substantial  revision  to  the  FEIR  and  \ 
necessitate  recirculation  of  said  document  pursuant  to  CEQA  Guideline  section  15088.5;  now,  j 
therefore,  be  it 

MOVED,  That  based  on  substantial  evidence  in  light  of  the  whole  record,  this  Eoard  of 
Supervisors  finds  that :  1)  the  FEIR  reflects  its  independent  judgment  and  analysis  and  is 
adequate,  accurate,  and  objective;  2)  the  FEIR's  conclusions  are  correct;  and  3)  the  findings 
contained  in  the  Planning  Commission  certification  are  correct;  and  this  Board  hereby  affirms 
the  decision  of  the  Planning  Commission  in  its  Motion  No.  16621  to  certify  the  FEIR  in 

I 

compliance  with  CEQA,  the  State  CEQA  Guidelines,  and  Chapter  31.  | 

I 
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1  Dr.  CiTlton  B.  GoodJea  Fbcc 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102-1689 


File  Number:       031486  Date  Passed:      September  16, 2003 


Motion  affirming  the  Planning  Commission  certification  of  the  final  environmental  impact  report  for  the 
301  Mission  Street  Project. 


September  16,  2003  Board  of  Supervisors  —  APPROVED 

Ayes:  6  -  Daly,  Dufty,  Hall,  Ma,  McGoldrick,  Peskin 
Noes:  3  -  Ammiano,  Gonzalez,  Maxwell 
Absent:  2  -  Newsom,  Sandoval 


City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 
Tails 


Motion 


File  No.  03 1486  I  hereby  certify  that  the  foregoing  Motion 

was  APPROVED  on  September  16,  2003  by 
the  Board  of  Supervisors  of  the  City  and 
County  of  San  Francisco. 


City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  1  Printed  at  11:21  AM  on  9/IS/03 
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•  PLANNING  COMMISSION  CERTIFICATION  MOTION 


File  No.  2001.0792E 
301  Mission  Street  Project 
Assessor's  Block  3719,  Lots  1  and  17 


SAN  FRANCISCO 
CITY  PLANNING  COMMISSION 
MOTION  NO.  16621 


ADOPTING  FINDINGS  RELATED  TO  THE  CERTIFICATION  OF  A  FINAL 
ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  REPORT  FOR  A  PROPOSED  MIXED  USE  DEVELOPMENT, 
LOCATED  AT  301  MISSION  STREET,  NEAR  THE  TRANSBAY  TERMINAL  IN  DOWNTOWN 
SAN  FRANCISCO,  ASSESSOR'S  BLOCK  3719,  LOTS  1  AND  17. 

MOVED,  That  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Commission  (hereinafter  "Commission")  hereby 
CERTIFIES  the  Final  Environmental  Impact  Report  identified  as  case  file  No.  2001.0792E,  at  301 
Mission  Street  (hereinafter  "Project")  based  upon  the  following  findings: 

1)        The  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  acting  through  the  Planning  Depanmen:  (hereinafter 
"Department")  fiilfilled  all  procedural  requirements  of  the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act  (Cal. 
Pub.  Res.  Code  Section  21000  et  sea.,  hereinafter  "CEQA"),  the  State  CEQA  Guidelines  (Cal.  Admin. 
Code  Title  14,  Section  15000  et.  sea.,  (hereinafter  "CEQA  Guidelines")  and  Chapter  3 1  of  the  San 
Francisco  Administrative  Code  (hereinafter  "Chapter  31"). 

a.  The  Department  determined  that  an  Environmental  Impact  Report  (hereinafter  "EIR") 
was  required  and  provided  public  notice  of  that  determination  by  publication  in  a  newspaper  of  general 
circulation  on  May  1 1,  2002. 

b.  On  February  15,  2003,  the  Department  published  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report 
(hereinafter  "DEIR")  and  provided  public  notice  in  a  newspaper  of  general  circulation  of  the  availability 
of  the  DEIR  for  public  review  and  comment  and  of  the  date  and  time  of  the  Planning  Commission  pub  he 
hearing  on  the  DEIR;  this  notice  was  mailed  to  the  Department's  list  of  persons  requesting  such  notice. 

c.  Notices  of  availability  of  the  DEIR  and  of  the  date  and  time  of  the  public  heanng  were 
posted  near  the  project  site  as  directed  by  Department  staff  on  February  24,  2003. 

d.  On  February  14,  2003,  copies  of  the  DEIR  were  mailed  or  otherwise  delivered  to  a  list  of 
persons  requesting  it,  to  those  noted  on  the  distribution  list  in  the  DEIR,  to  adjacent  property  owners,  and 
to  government  agencies,  the  latter  both  directly  and  through  the  State  Clearinghouse. 

e.  Notice  of  Completion  was  filed  with  the  State  Secretary  of  Resources  via  the  State 
Clearinghouse  on  February  14,  2003. 

2)        The  Commission  held  a  duly  advertised  public  hearing  on  said  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Report  on  March  20,  2003,  at  which  opportunity  for  public  comment  was  given,  and  public  comment  was 
received  on  the  DEIR.  The  period  for  acceptance  of  written  comments  ended  on  April  3,  2003. 
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3)  The  Department  prepared  responses  to  comments  on  environmental  issues  received  at  the  public 
hearing  and  in  writing  during  the  47 -day  public  review  period  for  the  DEIR,  prepared  revisions  to  the  text 
of  the  DEIR  in  response  to  comments  received  or  based  on  additional  information  that  became  available 
during  the  public  review  period,  and  corrected  errors  in  the  DEIR.  This  material  was  presented  in  a 
"Draft  Comments  and  Responses"  document,  published  on  July  17,  2003,  was  distributed  to  the 
Commission  and  to  all  parties  who  commented  on  the  DEIR,  and  was  available  to  others  upon  request  at 
Department  offices. 

4)  The  text  amendments  do  not  change  the  conclusions  reached  in  the  FEIR,  but  update  the  text  to 
reflect  minor  changes  in  the  Project  and  to  provide  additional  information.  The  changes  and  any  other 
information  that  have  become  available  since  publication  of  the  DEIR  do  not  require  recirculation  of  the 
revised  FEIR  according  to  CEQA  Guidelines  Section  15088.5  because  said  revisions  and  information  do 
not  identify  any  new  or  more  severe  enviromnental  impacts,  new  mitigation  measures,  or  different 
alternatives.  The  Commission  specifically  finds  that  recirculation  of  the  document  is  not  required. 

5)  A  Final  Environmental  Impact  Report  has  been  prepared  by  the  Department,  consisting  of  the 
Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report,  any  consultations  and  comments  received  during  the  review  process, 
any  additional  information  that  became  available,  and  the  Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses  all  as 
required  by  law. 

6)  Project  Environmental  Impact  Report  files  have  been  made  available  for  review  by  the 
Commission  and  the  public.  These  files  are  available  for  public  review  at  the  Department  offices  at  1660 
Mission  Street,  and  are  part  of  the  record  before  the  Commission. 

7)  On  July  31,  2003,  the  Commission  reviewed  and  considered  the  Final  Environmental  Impact 
Report  and  hereby  does  find  that  the  contents  of  said  repon  and  the  procedures  through  which  the  Final 
Environmental  Impact  Repon  was  prepared,  publicized  and  reviewed  comply  with  the  provisions  of 
CEQA,  the  CEQA  Guidelines  and  Chapter  31  of  the  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code. 

8)  TTie  project  sponsor  has  indicated  that  the  presently  preferred  alternative  is  the  Project  analyzed  in 
the  main  text  of  the  EIR.  and  incorporating  Alternative  E-1:  Joint  Use  of  Site  with  Proposed  Transbay 
Terminal  and  Caltrain  Downtown  extension,  E-1:  To  Accommodate  Transbay  Terminal  and  Second-to- 
Main  Street  Caltrain  E.xtension  Alignment,  described  in  the  Final  Environmental  Impact  Report. 

9)  The  Planning  Commission  hereby  does  find  that  the  Final  Environmental  Impact  Report 
concerning  File  No.  2001.0792E,  301  Mission  Street  reflects  the  independent  judgment  and  analysis  of 
the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  is  adequate,  accurate  and  objective,  and  that  the  Comments  and 
Responses  document  contains  no  significant  revisions  to  the  DEIR,  and  hereby  does  CERTIFY  THE 
COMPLETION  of  said  Final  Environmental  Impact  Report  in  compliance  with  CEQA  and  the  CEQA 
Guidelines. 
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10)      The  Commission,  in  certifying  the  completion  of  said  Final  Environmental  Impact  Report,  hereby 
does  find  that  the  project  described  in  the  Environmental  Impact  Report  and  the  project  preferred  by  the 
project  sponsor,  described  as  the  main  EIR  project,  and  incorporating  Alternative  E-1  in  the  Final 
Environmental  Impact  Report: 

a.  Will  not  have  a  project-specific  significant  unavoidable  effect  on  the  environment;  and 

b.  Will  not  have  a  significant  unavoidable  cumulative  effect  on  the  envirormient. 


I  hereby  cenify  that  the  foregoing  Motion  was  ADOPTED  by  the  Planning  Commission  at  its 
regular  meeting  of  July  31,  2003. 


Linda  Avery 
Commission  Secretarv 


AYES; 


Commissioners  Antonini.  Boyd,  Hughes,  S.  Lee,  W.  Lee 


NOES: 


None 


ABSENT: 


Commissioners  Bradford  Bell  and  Feldstein 


ADOPTED: 


Julv3I,2003 
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A.      PROJECT  DESCRIPTION 

The  project  site  is  on  the  south  side  of  Mission  Street  from  Fremont  to  Beale  Streets,  Assessor's 
Block  3719,  Lots  1  and  17.  It  is  located  in  San  Francisco's  downtown  core,  which  includes  the 
expanded  Financial  District  south  of  Market  Street.  It  is  also  within  the  proposed  Transbay 
Redevelopment  Project  Area.  The  approximately  50,41 7-square-foot,  level,  rectangular  project 
site  is  occupied  by  a  six-story  office  building  above  one  basement  level  at  124  Beale  Street;  a  six- 
story  office  building  above  one  basement  level  at  301  Mission  Street;  and  a  two-story  industrial 
building  used  for  offices  at  129  Fremont  Sfreet.  Together,  these  buildings  total  about  173,650 
gross  square  feet  (gsf),  including  about  140,000  gsf  of  office  space,  20,200  gsf  of  retail  space,  and 
13,450  gsf  of  basement  storage.  The  northwestern  portion  of  the  site  was  formerly  occupied  by 
345  Mission  Street,  a  building  containing  about  170,150  gsf  of  space  that  was  damaged  in  the 
1989  Loma  Prieta  earthquake  and  subsequently  demolished. 

The  project  sponsor  proposes  to  demolish  the  three  existing  structures  on  the  project  site,  and 
build  a  mixed-use  development,  totaling  approximately  1,156,500  gsf  The  project  would  contain 
office  space  (about  130,560  gsf);  ground- floor  retail  and  restaurant  and  retail  space  (about  9,400 
gsf);  publicly  accessible  atrium  space  (about  6,400  gsf);  ground-floor  lobbies  (about  4,340  gsf);  a 
120-suite  extended  stay  hotel  (about  164,800  gsf);  320  residential  units  (totaling  about  551,000 
gsf);  building  services  (about  33,400  gsf);  and  mechanical  space  (about  104,850  gsf).  The 
parking  area  with  about  400  underground  parking  spaces  and  vehicular  circulation  would  have 
about  151,750  gsf  There  would  be  three  off-street  loading  docks  and  four  off-street  van  spaces. 
The  net  change  in  floor  area  for  the  site  would  be  an  increase  of  about  982,850  gsf  If  the 
demolished  345  Mission  Street  were  counted  (170,150  gsf),  the  net  increase  would  be  about 
812,700  gsf 

The  project  would  have  three  main  structural,  functional  and  visual  components:  a  58-story,  605- 
foot-tall  tower  on  the  western  portion  of  the  site;  a  43-foot-tall  glass-enclosed  central  atrium;  and 
a  nine-story,  125-foot-tall  office  building  component  on  the  eastern  portion  of  the  site.  The 
project  design  would  be  contemporary  in  style. 


Final  EIR/July  31  ,2003 


1 


30 1  Mission  Street  /  200 1 .0792E 


I.  Summary 


The  central  atrium  and  second- floor  garden  terrace  would  be  open  to  the  public.  Separate 
entrances  to  the  retail  and  restaurant  spaces  would  be  located  along  Mission,  Fremont,  and  Beale 
Streets.  Entrance  to  the  office  lobby  would  be  from  a  separate  entrance  on  Mission  Street  or  from 
the  central  atrium.  The  residential  and  hotel  lobbies  would  share  an  entrance  on  Mission  Street 
and  another  entrance  from  the  porte  cochere  on  the  southwest  portion  of  the  project  site. 

Vehicular  access  to  the  project  would  be  from  Fremont  Street  at  the  southwest  comer  of  the  site 
or  from  Beale  Street  at  the  southeast  comer  of  the  site,  via  an  internal  two-way,  drive-though 
mnning  the  length  of  the  site  along  its  south  side.  The  porte  cochere  would  serve  the  restaurant, 
hotel  and  residential  lobbies  and  provide  off-street  passenger  loading.  A  ramp  entrance  to  the 
parking  garage  would  be  located  centrally  off  of  the  two-way  drive  and  would  lead  down  to  about 
400  parking  spaces  on  four  subsurface  levels.  Three  off-street  loading  docks  at  the  ground  level 
and  four  van  spaces  would  be  located  near  the  southeast  comer  of  the  site. 

The  project  sponsor  is  Mission  Street  Development  Partners,  LLC,  and  the  project  architect  is 
Gary  Edward  Handel  &  Associates.  The  development  is  planned  to  begin  during  the  first  half  of 
2003,  with  an  expected  36-month  to  48-month  constmction  period. 

The  project  would  require  the  following  approvals,  with  acting  bodies  shown  in  italics: 

•  Planning  Commission,  approval  under  Planning  Code  Section  309:  Downtown 
Development. 

•  Planning  Commission,  approval  under  Planning  Code  Section  272:  Bulk  Exceptions  in 
C-3  Districts. 

•  Planning  Commission,  approval  under  Planning  Code  Section  263.9:  Height  Limits: 
Special  Exceptions  for  Upper  Tower  Extensions  in  S  Districts. 

•  Planning  Commission,  approval  under  Planning  Code  Section  223(p):  Major  Parking 
Garage  Conditional  Use  Authorization  for  Parking  Exceeding  Accessory  Amounts  as 
Defined  in  Section  204.5. 

•  Planning  Commission,  approval  under  Planning  Code  Section  216(i):  Conditional  Use 
Authorization  for  Hotel  Use  in  the  C-3-0  District. 

•  Zoning  Administrator  certification  of  the  transfer  of  development  rights  (TDRs)  under 
Planning  Code  Section  128. 
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Department  of  Public  Works  approval  of  a  lot  merger. 

Board  of  Supervisors  approval  of  elimination  of  the  midblock  pedestrian  crosswalk 
across  Fremont  Street. 


B.      MAIN  ENVIRONMENTAL  EFFECTS 


This  Environmental  Impact  Report  (EIR)  for  the  301  Mission  Street  project  focuses  on  the 
following  topics:  transportation,  air  quality,  wind  and  growth  inducement.  All  other  potential 
environmental  effects  were  found  to  be  less  than  significant  or  to  be  mitigated  to  a  less-than- 
significant  level  with  mitigation  measures  to  be  implemented  by  the  project  sponsor.  (Please  see 
the  Initial  Study,  included  in  this  document  as  Appendix  A,  for  analysis  of  other  environmental 
topics.)  In  addition,  this  EIR  discusses  General  Plan  consistency,  land  use  and  zoning,  visual 
quality  and  urban  design,  and  shadows,  all  for  informational  purposes,  although  these  effects 
were  found  to  be  less  than  significant  in  the  Initial  Study. 


LAND  USE  (p.  50) 


The  project  site  is  located  in  San  Francisco's  downtown  core,  immediately  northeast  of  the  San 
Francisco  Transbay  Terminal.  In  the  greater  project  vicinity,  the  Yerba  Buena  Center 
Redevelopment  Area  is  to  the  west  (west  of  Second  Street);  the  Rincon  Hill  neighborhood  is 
about  one  and  one-half  blocks  to  the  southeast;  and  the  South  of  Market  neighborhood  is  to  the 
south  and  southwest.  The  project  site  is  within  the  proposed  Transbay  Redevelopment  Project 
Area,  the  focus  of  a  number  of  land  use  and  transportation  planning  efforts. 

The  project  is  in  a  transition  area  between  the  predominantly  high-rise  office  above  ground-floor 
retail  use  in  the  downtown  commercial  district  to  the  north,  east  and  west;  and  parking, 
transportation,  and  lower-rise  office  and  office  support  uses  to  the  south  and  southwest. 

The  proposed  residential  and  hotel  uses  would  be  new  uses  in  the  immediate  project  area,  similar 
to  such  uses  in  the  Rincon  Hill  and  Yerba  Buena  Center  areas  and  to  the  south  of  Howard  Street. 
The  proposed  mixed-use  project  would  increase  the  intensity  of  existing  land  uses  on  the  project 
site.  The  project  would  be  compatible  with  existing  and  planned  uses  in  the  vicinity,  including 
residential,  hotel,  retail  and  office  uses  existing  in  the  Rincon  Hill  area  and  Yerba  Buena  Center, 
and  hotel  and  residential  uses  planned  for  the  Transbay  Redevelopment  Project  Area.  The  project 
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would  not  disrupt  or  divide  an  established  neighborhood.  It  would  not  result  in  significant  effects 
related  to  land  use. 

VISUAL  QUALITY/URBAN  DESIGN  (p.  61) 

A  general  pattern  of  densely  clustered  high-rise  development  in  the  downtown  core,  tapering  off 
to  low-rise  development  at  its  periphery  characterizes  San  Francisco's  skyline.  A  range  of 
building  heights  in  the  downtown  creates  perceived  gaps,  peaks,  dips  and  variety  within  this 
pattern,  with  taller  buildings  standing  out  in  profile  against  the  sky.  The  project  site  is  at  a 
southern  edge  of  the  downtown  high-rise  urban  form,  where  the  Transbay  Terminal  and  its  ramp 
system  have  defined  and  bounded  this  edge.  Here,  building  heights  tend  to  drop  off  abruptly 
fi-om  the  Transbay  Terminal  southward. 

The  visual  character  of  the  immediate  project  vicinity  is  varied.  However,  the  overall  intensity  of 
development  in  this  area,  and  its  arrangement  within  a  regular  south  of  Market  street  grid,  impart 
a  general  sense  of  visual  coherence  and  order  in  the  project  vicinity.  High-rise  buildings  in  the 
project  vicinity  assume  a  variety  forms  and  employ  a  variety  of  exterior  treatments  although 
certain  common  patterns  are  evident:  ground  floors  are  generally  transparent  and  are  often 
arcaded,  surface  materials  are  generally  nonreflective  and  light  in  hue,  and  exterior  treatment  is 
generally  vertical  in  expression.  Low-rise  early  Twentieth  Century  buildings,  including  those  at 
the  project  site  are  also  found  in  this  area  and  contribute  to  the  varied  visual  character  of  the 
immediate  project  area.  Additional  high-rise  development  is  envisioned  for  the  near  vicinity, 
most  of  which  is  zoned  for  the  highest  densities  and  height  in  the  City. 

The  proposed  project  would  result  in  a  visual  change  because  it  would  demolish  three,  low-rise 
buildings  dating  fi-om  the  1900's-1930's  to  construct  a  substantially  larger  three-part  development: 
a  58-story  tower  on  the  west  and  a  12-story  structure  on  the  east,  connected  by  a  triple-height 
atrium. 

Rather  than  stepping  down  fi-om  the  downtown  high-rise  core,  the  proposed  building  would 
extend  the  downtown  core  southward.  While  taller  than  most  buildings  in  the  downtown,  the 
proposed  building  would  be  within  the  range  of  heights  that  characterizes  the  downtown  and  the 
project  vicinity  and  that  is  envisioned  for  the  area.  The  proposed  project  would  not  cause  the 
demolition  of  any  identified  architectural  resources.  The  proposed  project  would  include  features 
intended  to  create  visual  continuity  with  its  surroundings  and  convey  a  sense  of  human  scale  at 


Final  EIR/July  31  ,2003 


4 


301  Mission  Street  /  2001.0792E 


I.  Summary 


street  level.  The  proposed  building  would  be  consistent  with  area  zoning  and  plans  for  the 
proposed  Transbay  Redevelopment  Project  Area. 

SHADOW  AND  WIND 
Shadow  (p.  76) 

The  301  Mission  Street  project  would  not  create  net  new  shadow  on  any  public  open  space 
subject  to  Planning  Code  Section  295,  which  prohibits  significant  new  shadow  on  open  space 
under  the  jurisdiction  of,  or  to  be  acquired  by,  the  Recreation  and  Park  Commission.  Therefore, 
project  shadow  would  not  have  a  significant  impact. 

Project  shadow  on  other  spaces  was  also  analyzed.  The  proposed  project  would  create  new 
shadow  on  the  northern  comer  of  the  Transbay  Terminal  Plaza  during  early  morning  hours  in  the 
summer  months  and  on  Rincon  Park  about  one  hour  before  sunset  from  February  through 
October.  The  proposed  project  would  create  new  midday  shadow  on  the  privately  owned, 
publicly  accessible  open  space  at  Bechtel  Plaza  in  the  summer  and  spring,  new  midday  and  early 
afternoon  shadow  on  the  open  spaces  at  77  Beale  Street  in  fall,  winter,  and  spring,  and  new 
afternoon  shadow  at  the  One  Market  South  Plaza  during  summer,  fall,  and  winter  months.  There 
would  be  new,  project-related  shadow  on  the  privately  owned,  publicly  accessible  open  space  at 
201  Mission  Street  during  the  afternoon  hours  of  the  summer,  fall,  and  winter  months.  New 
project-related  shadow  would  be  cast  on  nearby  sidewalks  throughout  the  year,  especially  those 
along  the  north  and  south  sidewalks  of  the  first  four  blocks  of  Mission  Street  (between  Steuart 
and  Fremont  Streets),  and  along  east  and  west  sidewalks  of  the  first  two  blocks  of  Beale  Street 
(between  Market  and  Mission  Streets). 

Wind  (p.  87) 

Wind  tunnel  tests  were  conducted  for  the  project  under  existing  conditions,  existing-plus-project 
conditions,  and  conditions  with  the  proposed  Transbay  Redevelopment  Project  (Transbay 
cumulative)  and  the  project.  As  under  existing  conditions,  as  discussed  below,  there  would  be  no 
exceedances  of  the  26  mph  hazardous  wind  criteria  with  the  proposed  project.  Therefore,  the 
project  would  not  have  a  significant  impact. 
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Under  existing  conditions,  the  1 1  mph  pedestrian  comfort  criterion  is  not  exceeded;  the  7  mph 
sitting  comfort  criterion  is  exceeded  at  one  location.  Average  wind  speeds  associated  with  the 
proposed  project  would  range  between  2  and  12  miles  per  hour  (mph),  compared  to  4  to  1 1  mph 
under  existing  conditions.  Under  proposed  project  conditions,  the  pedestrian  comfort  criterion 
would  be  newly  exceeded  at  one  of  36  ground-level  test  points.  With  development  of  the 
Transbay  cumulative,  including  the  project,  wind  speeds  would  range  from  4  to  13  mph.  The 
pedestrian  comfort  criterion  would  be  exceeded  at  one  of  35  ground-level  test  points.  Suggested 
improvement  measures  to  mitigate  the  project  exceedances  include  planting  street  trees  along  the 
north  sidewalk  of  Mission  Street  in  front  of  50  Fremont  Street.  The  Department  of  Public  Works 
would  be  responsible  for  tree  installation. 

Under  the  proposed  project  conditions,  wind  speeds  would  be  the  strongest  across  from  the 
Transbay  Terminal,  in  the  400  block  of  Mission  Street  (12  mph).  Under  the  Transbay 
cumulative,  the  greatest  wind  speeds  would  be  at  the  southwest  comer  of  the  intersection  of 
Mission  and  Fremont  Streets  (13  mph).  As  with  the  project,  there  would  be  no  hazardous  wind 
conditions  for  the  Transbay  cumulative  scenario. 

TRANSPORTATION  (p.  93) 

The  transportation  system  is  most  heavily  used  during  the  p.m.  peak  period  (generally  4:00  to 
6:00  p.m.).  Therefore,  this  EIR  analyzes  transportation  impacts  during  the  peak  hour  within  the 
p.m.  peak  period. 

The  proposed  project  would  generate  approximately  876  net  new  p.m.  peak  hour  trips.  About 
1 79  net  new  vehicle  trips  would  be  generated  during  the  weekday  p.m.  peak  hour,  of  which  about 
116  would  be  to  and  from  locations  in  San  Francisco,  and  about  63  to  and  from  locations  around 
the  Bay  Area  and  outside  the  Bay  Area  region.  The  179  vehicle  trips  would  cause  the  Level  of 
Service  (LOS)  at  one  intersection  to  change  from  LOS  B  to  LOS  C;  all  six  intersections  studied 
would  operate  at  LOS  D  or  better,  that  is,  at  acceptable  conditions.  Therefore,  the  proposed 
project  would  not  cause  significant  traffic  impacts. 

The  project  site  is  well  served  by  public  fransit,  with  19  Muni  bus  lines  and  5  light  rail  lines 
within  an  approximately  one-fourth-mile  radius  (about  two  blocks)  of  the  project  site.  The 
project  site  is  across  from  the  Transbay  Terminal  and  within  walking  distance  of  the  Ferry 
Building,  both  regional  transit  hubs.  The  proposed  project  would  generate  about  62  p.m.  peak 
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inbound  transit  trips  and  about  130  p.m.  peak  outbound  trips.  With  the  additional  outbound 
transit  trips,  Muni  and  regional  transit  carriers  would  continue  to  operate  within  their  respective 
capacity  utilization  and  load  factor  standards.  New  inbound  transit  trips  generated  to  the  project 
would  not  substantially  affect  transit  service  in  the  inbound  direction.  Vehicles  entering  and 
exiting  project  driveways  would  not  conflict  with  current  bus  operations  at  the  Transbay 
Terminal,  but  could  occasionally  be  temporarily  blocked  by  Golden  Gate  Transit  buses  if  the 
buses  extend  beyond  the  bus  stop.  The  project  would  not  cause  a  significant  impact  on  transit 
service. 

The  project  would  provide  about  400  parking  spaces,  with  320  spaces  dedicated  to  residential 
parking.  Pursuant  to  Planning  Code  Section  161  (c),  the  project  is  required  to  provide  80  off- 
street  parking  spaces  for  the  proposed  residential  use,  based  on  the  requirement  for  one  space  for 
every  four  units,  in  the  C-3  Districts.  Under  Planning  Code  Section  204.5,  accessory  parking  for 
the  residential  use  would  be  allowed  up  to  150  percent  of  the  required  amount,  for  a  total  of  120 
spaces.  The  project  would  thus  provide  200  more  spaces  than  allowed  by  Planning  Code 
Sections  161  and  204.5  for  residential  use.  With  the  project  there  would  be  one  space  per  unit 
rather  than  one  space  per  four  units.  No  parking  is  required  for  commercial  uses  in  the  C-3 
Districts.  Under  Section  204.5,  the  project  would  provide  accessory  parking  for  the  non- 
residential areas  in  the  amount  of  7  percent  of  the  gross  square  feet,  or  80  spaces.  Since  the 
project  would  provide  more  residential  parking  than  allowable  under  Section  204.5(c),  the  project 
sponsor  has  applied  for  Conditional  Use  authorization  for  parking  in  excess  of  1 50  percent  of 
required  residential  parking. 

The  project  would  generate  an  overall  parking  demand  for  about  642  spaces:  424  spaces  for 
residences;  41  spaces  for  overnight  hotel  guests;  134  long-term  parking  spaces  for 
hotel/office/retail/restaurant  employees;  and  43  short-term  parking  spaces  for  office/retail/ 
restaurant  visitors.  The  midday  parking  demand  would  be  about  551  spaces  (about  339  spaces 
for  residential  parking  and  212  spaces  for  the  commercial  uses  including  the  hotel).  The  212- 
space  midday  demand  for  commercial  parking  would  not  be  accommodated  within  the  80 
commercial  spaces  in  the  project  parking  garage.  The  midday  demand  for  residential  parking 
would  exceed  the  available  supply  dedicated  to  residences  by  approximately  1 9  to  1 04  parking 
spaces.  Therefore  the  residential  and  commercial  parking  shortfall,  about  151  to  236  spaces, 
would  need  to  be  accommodated  in  on-street  spaces,  in  other  public  off-street  parking  facilities. 
There  would  be  sufficient  available  parking  supply  in  the  study  area  to  accommodate  the 
project's  parking  demand.  Some  building  users  would  be  likely  to  park  further  jfrom  their 
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destination,  or  change  travel  modes.  Given  the  high  transit  accessibiUty  at  the  project  site,  some 
building  users  might  switch  from  drive  to  transit,  and  be  dispersed  over  the  many  transit  lines  in 
the  near  vicinity. 

Evening  parking  demand  would  consist  of  about  424  residential  parking  spaces  and  41  overnight 
hotel  spaces.  The  41 -space  hotel  parking  demand  could  be  accommodated  in  the  project  garage. 
The  residential  parking  demand  could  not  be  entirely  accommodated  by  the  residential  parking 
supply  of  320  spaces,  resulting  in  a  shortfall  of  about  104  spaces.  Residential  parking  demand 
not  accommodated  at  the  project  site  could  be  accommodated  at  nearby  off-street  facilities, 
resulting  in  an  increase  of  the  existing  17  percent  area-wide  overnight  parking  occupancy  rate, 
but  not  to  levels  that  would  make  spaces  difficult  to  find  or  that  would  result  in  significant 
secondary  parking  impacts. 

The  project  would  add  approximately  650  net  new  pedestrian  trips  (458  net  new  walk/other  trips 
and  1 95  net  new  transit  trips)  to  the  surrounding  streets  during  the  weekday  p.m.  peak  hour.  With 
the  project,  the  sidewalks  on  Fremont  Street  at  the  Mission  Sfreet  comer  would  be  widened  from 
1 5  feet  to  about  24  feet.  This  area  is  the  most  constrained  pedesfrian  location  along  the  Fremont 
Street  frontage  of  the  project  site  under  existing  conditions;  widening  the  sidewalk  would  provide 
additional  walking  space,  increasing  the  effective  sidewalk  width.  With  the  proposed  project,  all 
sidewalk  study  locations  would  operate  at  acceptable  levels  of  LOS  D  or  better,  including  the 
Fremont  Street  location,  which  currently  operates  at  LOS  E.  Thus,  the  project  would  improve 
pedestrian  conditions  on  Fremont  Street,  along  the  project  frontage. 

The  mid-block  pedestrian  crosswalk  across  Fremont  Street  would  need  to  be  eliminated  to  allow 
for  the  project  driveway  curb  cut.  Pedestrians  would  need  to  use  the  crosswalks  at  the 
intersection  of  Fremont  and  Mission  Streets  instead.  The  addition  of  pedestrians  currently  using 
the  mid-block  crosswalk  would  not  substantially  affect  the  operations  of  the  crosswalks  at  the 
Fremont  and  Mission  Street  intersection.  The  new  Transbay  Terminal  project  proposes  a 
relocated  traffic  signal  and  pedestrian  crosswalk  south  of  the  existing  crosswalk  location,  near 
Natoma  Street.  Therefore,  the  crosswalk  could  be  relocated  to  this  new  location  by  the  Transbay 
project. 

The  project  would  provide  seven  off-street  loading  spaces  (three  ftill-sized  spaces  and  four  van 
spaces),  meeting  the  Planning  Code  requirement  for  five  fiill-sized  spaces  in  Section  152.  The 
loading  spaces  would  be  in  a  ground-floor  loading  bay  accessed  from  Fremont  Street  and  the 
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internal  drive-through,  with  egress  to  Beale  Street  and  in  the  first  subsurface  level  of  the  garage 
adjacent  to  the  service  elevator.  The  proposed  loading  spaces  would  accommodate  the  estimated 
peak  loading  hour  demand  of  five  loading  spaces.  For  passenger  load/unloading,  an  off-street 
porte  cochere,  with  space  for  up  to  four  vehicles,  would  be  provided  adjacent  to  the  extended- stay 
hotel  and  residential  lobby,  with  access  from  both  Fremont  and  Beale  Streets. 

Cumulative  transportation  impacts  were  assessed  by  considering  the  project's  contribution  to 
reasonably  foreseeable  growth  through  the  year  2020  based  on  the  San  Francisco  County 
Transportation  Authority  (SFCTA)  countywide  travel  demand  forecasting  model.  Growth  from 
the  proposed  project  would  fall  within  forecasts  from  the  SFCTA  model.  A  wider  area  was 
assessed  for  cumulative  conditions  than  for  the  Existing-plus-Project  scenario,  to  account  for 
growth  in  the  Transbay  Redevelopment  study  area.  Sixteen  intersections  in  this  wider  area  would 
operate  at  LOS  E  or  F  with  fiiture  growth.  Of  these,  the  project  would  make  a  substantial 
contribution  to  growth  at  three  of  the  sixteen.  However,  for  the  traffic  movements  that  determine 
overall  performance  at  these  intersections,  the  project  would  not  make  a  considerable  contribution 
(ranging  from  1  to  3  percent),  and  the  project  would  not  cause  a  significant  cumulative  traffic 
impact. 

Under  2020  Cumulative  conditions,  three  of  the  four  Muni  screenlines  would  operate  at  less  than 
capacity.  The  Southeast  screenline  would  operate  at  capacity.  Regional  transit  operators  would 
continue  to  operate  at  less  than  their  load  factor  standards,  except  BART  to  the  South  Bay,  which 
would  operate  at  139  percent  of  capacity,  slightly  higher  than  the  standard  of  135  percent.  The 
project  would  contribute  less  than  1.0  percent  to  cumulative  Muni  and  regional  transit  ridership 
and,  alone,  would  not  substantially  affect  the  peak  hour  capacity  utilization  of  any  transit 
provider. 

AIR  QUALITY  (p.  125) 

The  proposed  project  would  contribute  to  local  and  regional  air  emissions  primarily  from  project- 
generated  traffic.  Project-generated  vehicle  trips  would  emit  about  30.7  pounds  per  day  of 
reactive  organic  gases  (ROG),  23.5  pounds  per  day  of  nitrogen  oxides  (NOx),  and  8.3  pounds  per 
day  of  inhalable  fine  particulates  (PMio).  None  of  these  emissions  levels  would  reach  the  80- 
pounds-per-day  threshold  established  by  the  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Management  District 
(BAAQMD);  therefore,  the  project  would  not  have  significant  regional  air  quality  impacts. 
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Project-related  carbon  monoxide  (CO)  emissions  would  not  exceed  the  550  pounds-per-day 
screening  criterion  established  by  the  BAAQMD  to  determine  whether  a  quantitative  localized 
CO  analysis  should  be  prepared.  Intersections  near  the  project  site  would  operate  at  LOS  B  and  C 
under  Existing-plus-Project  conditions,  and  the  project  would  not  contribute  more  than  10  percent 
of  future  traffic  volumes  to  the  study  intersections.  Therefore,  the  project  would  not  exceed  the 
BAAQMD  screening  criteria  calling  for  a  localized  CO  analysis  and  project  traffic  would  not 
generate  emissions  exceeding  state  CO  standards.  As  federal  standards  are  less  stringent  than 
state  standards,  the  project  would  not  exceed  federal  CO  standards.  The  project  would  not  cause 
significant  local  air  quality  impacts. 

Regarding  cumulative  effects,  all  regional  emission  standards  are  expected  to  be  met  with  a  wide 
margin  by  2020:  ROG,  NOx,  and  PMio  emissions  each  would  be  no  more  than  15.2  pounds  per 
day,  compared  with  a  threshold  of  80  pounds  per  day.  Therefore,  the  project  would  have  less- 
than-significant  contributions  to  cumulative  regional  air  quality  effects,  based  on  BAAQMD 
significance  thresholds. 

GROWTH  INDUCEMENT  (p.  131) 

Based  on  employment  density  factors,  the  proposed  development  at  301  Mission  Street  is 
estimated  to  employ  about  605  people.  The  existing  corrmiercial  space  that  would  be  demolished 
employs  approximately  570  people.  This  would  be  a  net  increase  of  about  35  employees  on  the 
site  with  the  project.  The  net  increase  in  employment  would  be  about  0.006  percent  of  total 
employment  projected  for  San  Francisco  in  the  year  2020,  and  about  0.04  percent  of  employment 
growth  projected  fi"om  2000-2020.  The  total  increase  in  employment  would  be  about  0.08 
percent  of  total  projected  employment  for  San  Francisco,  and  about  0.6  percent  of  the  projected 
employment  growth,  that  is,  less  than  1  percent. 

The  residential  portion  of  the  proposed  project  would  be  estimated  to  accommodate 
approximately  575  people.  The  project  would  contribute  about  320  units  to  the  City's  housing 
stock,  helping  create  some  of  the  20,372  additional  dwelling  units  projected  to  be  needed  by  2006 
in  the  ABAC  Regional  Housing  Needs  Determination.  The  project  would  not  create  substantial 
demand  for  new  housing. 
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The  project  would  be  an  infill  project  consistent  with  the  area's  uses  permitted  in  the  C-3-0 
zoning.  It  would  be  built  in  an  urban  area,  and  would  not  require  new  infrastructure  to  serve  the 
project. 

C.      MITIGATION  MEASURES 

Mitigation  measures  have  been  identified  in  this  EIR  and  the  Initial  Study  that  would  reduce  or 
eliminate  potential  significant  environmental  impacts  of  the  proposed  project.  Mitigation 
measures  for  noise,  construction  air  quality,  and  archaeological  resources  have  been  included  in 
the  project  and  were  listed  in  the  Initial  Study.  The  project  would  not  cause  significant  project- 
specific  traffic  impacts  or  contribute  substantially  to  cumulative  traffic  impacts.  Because  there 
would  be  significant  cumulative  traffic  impacts  in  the  future,  a  mitigation  measure  that  would 
help  to  reduce  traffic  impacts  has  been  identified  but  is  not  included  in  the  project;  this  measure 
would  not  reduce  cumulative  impacts  to  less-than-significant  levels.  Improvement  measures  that 
would  reduce  impacts  determined  to  be  less  than  significant  are  also  identified. 

MEASURES  AGREED  TO  BY  PROJECT  SPONSOR 

Mitigation  measures  included  in  the  proposed  project  to  mitigate  potentially  significant 
environmental  effects  are  listed  below. 

Noise 

1 .  It  is  likely  that  pile  driving  would  be  required  for  this  project.  The  project  sponsor  shall 
require  construction  contractors  to  predrill  holes  to  the  maximum  depth  feasible  based  on 
soil  conditions.  The  project  sponsor  shall  also  require  that  contractors  schedule  pile 
driving  activity  for  times  of  the  day  that  would  be  consistent  with  the  San  Francisco 
Noise  Ordinance,  to  disturb  the  fewest  people.  Contractors  shall  be  required  to  use 
construction  equipment  with  state-of-the-art  noise  shielding  and  muffling  devices. 

Construction  Air  Quality 

2.  To  reduce  particulate  emissions,  the  project  sponsor  shall  require  the  contractor(s)  to 
spray  the  site  with  water  during  demolition,  excavation,  and  construction  activities;  spray 
unpaved  construction  areas  with  water  at  least  twice  per  day;  cover  stockpiles  of  soil, 
sand,  and  other  material;  cover  trucks  hauling  debris,  soils,  sand  or  other  such  material; 
and  sweep  surrounding  streets  during  demolition,  excavation,  and  construction  at  least 
once  per  day.  Ordinance  175-91,  passed  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  on  May  6,  1991, 
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requires  that  non-potable  water  be  used  for  dust  control  activities.  Therefore,  the  project 
sponsor  shall  require  that  contractor(s)  obtain  reclaimed  water  from  the  Clean  Water 
Program  for  this  purpose.  The  project  sponsor  shall  require  the  project  contractor(s)  to 
maintain  and  operate  construction  equipment  so  as  to  minimize  exhaust  emissions  of 
particulates  and  other  pollutants,  by  such  means  as  a  prohibition  on  idling  motors  when 
equipment  is  not  in  use  or  when  trucks  are  waiting  in  queues,  and  implementation  of 
specific  maintenance  programs  to  reduce  emissions  for  equipment  that  would  be  in 
frequent  use  for  much  of  the  construction  period. 

Archaeological  Resources 

3.        Based  on  a  reasonable  presumption  that  archaeological  resources  may  be  present  within 
the  project  site,  the  following  measures  shall  be  undertaken  to  avoid  any  potentially 
significant  adverse  effect  from  the  proposed  project  on  buried  or  submerged  historical 
resources.  The  project  sponsor  shall  retain  the  services  of  a  qualified  archaeological 
consultant  having  expertise  in  California  prehistoric  and  urban  historical  archaeology. 
The  archaeological  consultant  shall  undertake  an  archaeological  testing  program  as 
specified  herein.  In  addition,  the  consultant  shall  be  available  to  conduct  an 
archaeological  monitoring  and/or  data  recovery  program  if  required  pursuant  to  this 
measure.  The  archaeological  consultant's  work  shall  be  conducted  in  accordance  with 
this  measure  at  the  direction  of  the  Environmental  Review  Officer  (ERO).  All  plans  and  . 
reports  prepared  by  the  consultant  as  specified  herein  shall  be  submitted  first  and  directly 
to  the  ERO  for  review  and  comment,  and  shall  be  considered  draft  reports  subject  to 
revision  until  final  approval  by  the  ERO.  Archaeological  monitoring  and/or  data 
recovery  programs  required  by  this  measure  could  suspend  construction  of  the  project  for 
up  to  a  maximum  of  four  weeks.  At  the  direction  of  the  ERO,  the  suspension  of 
construction  can  be  extended  beyond  four  weeks  only  if  such  a  suspension  is  the  only 
feasible  means  to  reduce  to  a  less-than-significant  level  potential  effects  on  a  significant 
archaeological  resource  as  defined  in  CEQA  Guidelines  Sect.  15064.5  (a)(c). 

Archaeological  Testing  Program.  The  archaeological  consultant  shall  prepare  and  submit 
to  the  ERO  for  review  and  approval  an  archaeological  testing  plan  (ATP).  The 
archaeological  testing  program  shall  be  conducted  in  accordance  with  the  approved  ATP. 
The  ATP  shall  identify  the  property  types  of  the  expected  archaeological  resource(s)  that 
potentially  could  be  adversely  affected  by  the  proposed  project,  the  testing  method  to  be 
used,  and  the  locations  recommended  for  testing.  The  purpose  of  the  archaeological 
testing  program  will  be  to  determine  to  the  extent  possible  the  presence  or  absence  of 
archaeological  resources  and  to  identify  and  to  evaluate  whether  any  archaeological 
resource  encountered  on  the  site  constitutes  an  historical  resource  under  CEQA. 

At  the  completion  of  the  archaeological  testing  program,  the  archaeological  consultant 
shall  submit  a  written  report  of  the  findings  to  the  ERO.  If  based  on  the  archaeological 
testing  program  the  archaeological  consultant  finds  that  significant  archaeological 
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resources  may  be  present,  the  ERO  in  consultation  with  the  archaeological  consultant 
shall  determine  if  additional  measures  are  warranted.  Additional  measures  that  may  be 
undertaken  include  additional  archaeological  testing,  archaeological  monitoring,  and/or 
an  archaeological  data  recovery  program.  If  the  ERO  determines  that  a  significant 
archaeological  resource  is  present  and  that  the  resource  could  be  adversely  affected  by 
the  proposed  project,  at  the  discretion  of  the  project  sponsor  either: 

A)  The  proposed  project  shall  be  re-designed  so  as  to  avoid  any  adverse  effect  on  the 
significant  archaeological  resource;  or 

B)  A  data  recovery  program  shall  be  implemented,  unless  the  ERO  determines  that 
the  archaeological  resource  is  of  greater  interpretive  than  research  significance 
and  that  interpretive  use  of  the  resource  is  feasible. 

Archaeological  Monitoring  Program.  If  the  ERO  in  consultation  with  the  archaeological 
consultant  determines  that  an  archaeological  monitoring  program  shall  be  implemented 
the  archaeological  monitoring  program  shall  minimally  include  the  following  provisions: 

•  The  archaeological  consultant,  project  sponsor,  and  ERO  shall  meet  and  consult 
on  the  scope  of  the  AMP  reasonably  prior  to  any  project-related  soils  disturbing 
activities  commencing.  The  ERO  in  consultation  with  the  archaeological 
consultant  shall  determine  what  project  activities  shall  be  archeologically 
monitored.  In  most  cases,  any  soils-disturbing  activities,  such  as  demolition, 
foundation  removal,  excavation,  grading,  utilities  installation,  foundation  work, 
driving  of  piles  (foundation,  shoring,  etc.),  site  remediation,  etc.,  shall  require 
archaeological  monitoring  because  of  the  risk  these  activities  pose  to  potential 
archaeological  resources  and  to  their  depositional  context; 

•  The  archaeological  consultant  shall  advise  all  project  contractors  to  be  on  the 
alert  for  evidence  of  the  presence  of  the  expected  resource(s),  of  how  to  identify 
the  evidence  of  the  expected  resource(s),  and  of  the  appropriate  protocol  in  the 
event  of  apparent  discovery  of  an  archaeological  resource; 

•  The  archaeological  monitor(s)  shall  be  present  on  the  project  site  according  to  a 
schedule  agreed  upon  by  the  archaeological  consultant  and  the  ERO  until  the 
ERO  has,  in  consultation  with  project  archaeological  consultant,  determined  that 
project  construction  activities  could  have  no  effects  on  significant  archaeological 
deposits; 

•  The  archaeological  monitor  shall  record  and  be  authorized  to  collect  soil  samples 
and  artifactual/ecofactual  material  as  warranted  for  analysis; 

•  If  an  intact  archaeological  deposit  is  encountered,  all  soils-disturbing  activities  in 
the  vicinity  of  the  deposit  shall  cease.  The  archaeological  monitor  shall  be 
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empowered  to  temporarily  redirect  demolition/excavation/pile  driving/ 
construction  activities  and  equipment  until  the  deposit  is  evaluated.  If  in  the  case 
of  pile  driving  activity  (foundation,  shoring,  etc.),  the  archaeological  monitor  has 
cause  to  believe  that  the  pile  driving  activity  may  affect  an  archaeological 
resource,  the  pile  driving  activity  shall  be  terminated  until  an  appropriate 
evaluation  of  the  resource  has  been  made  in  consultation  with  the  ERO.  The 
archaeological  consultant  shall  immediately  notify  the  ERO  of  the  encountered 
archaeological  deposit.  The  archaeological  consultant  shall  make  a  reasonable 
effort  to  assess  the  identity,  integrity,  and  significance  of  the  encountered 
archaeological  deposit,  and  present  the  findings  of  this  assessment  to  the  ERO. 

Whether  or  not  significant  archaeological  resources  are  encountered,  the  archaeological 
consultant  shall  submit  a  written  report  of  the  findings  of  the  monitoring  program  to  the 
ERO. 

Archaeological  Data  Recovery  Program.  The  archaeological  data  recovery  program 
shall  be  conducted  in  accord  with  an  archaeological  data  recovery  plan  (ADRP).  The 
archaeological  consultant,  project  sponsor,  and  ERO  shall  meet  and  consult  on  the  scope 
of  the  ADRP  prior  to  preparation  of  a  draft  ADRP.  The  archaeological  consultant  shall 
submit  a  draft  ADRP  to  the  ERO.  The  ADRP  shall  identify  how  the  proposed  data 
recovery  program  will  preserve  the  significant  information  the  archaeological  resource  is 
expected  to  contain.  That  is,  the  ADRP  will  identify  what  scientific/historical  research 
questions  are  applicable  to  the  expected  resource,  what  data  classes  the  resource  is 
expected  to  possess,  and  how  the  expected  data  classes  would  address  the  applicable 
research  questions.  Data  recovery,  in  general,  should  be  limited  to  the  portions  of  the 
historical  property  that  could  be  adversely  affected  by  the  proposed  project.  Destructive 
data  recovery  methods  shall  not  be  applied  to  portions  of  the  archaeological  resources  if 
nondestructive  methods  are  practical. 

The  scope  of  the  ADRP  shall  include  the  following  elements: 

•  Field  Methods  and  Procedures.  Descriptions  of  proposed  field  strategies, 
procedures,  and  operations. 

•  Cataloguing  and  Laboratory  Analysis.  Description  of  selected  cataloguing 
system  and  artifact  analysis  procedures. 

•  Discard  and  Deaccession  Policy.  Description  of  and  rationale  for  field  and 
post-field  discard  and  deaccession  policies. 

•  Interpretive  Program.  Consideration  of  an  on-site/off-site  public  interpretive 
program  during  the  course  of  the  archaeological  data  recovery  program. 
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•  Security  Measures.  Recommended  security  measures  to  protect  the 
archaeological  resource  from  vandalism,  looting,  and  non-intentionally  damaging 
activities. 

•  Final  Report.  Description  of  proposed  report  format  and  distribution  of  results. 

•  Curation.  Description  of  the  procedures  and  recommendations  for  the  curation 
of  any  recovered  data  having  potential  research  value,  identification  of 
appropriate  curation  facilities,  and  a  summary  of  the  accession  policies  of  the 
curation  facilities. 

Human  Remains  and  Associated  or  Unassociated  Funerary  Objects.  The  treatment  of 
human  remains  and  of  associated  or  unassociated  fiinerary  objects  discovered  during  any 
soils  disturbing  activity  shall  comply  with  applicable  State  and  Federal  laws.  This  shall 
include  immediate  notification  of  the  Coroner  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 
and  in  the  event  of  the  Coroner's  determination  that  the  human  remains  are  Native 
American  remains,  notification  of  the  California  State  Native  American  Heritage 
Commission  (NAHC)  who  shall  appoint  a  Most  Likely  Descendant  (MLD)  (Pub.  Res. 
Code  Sec.  5097.98).  The  archaeological  consultant,  project  sponsor,  and  MLD  shall 
make  all  reasonable  efforts  to  develop  an  agreement  for  the  treatment  of,  with  appropriate 
dignity,  human  remains  and  associated  or  unassociated  fiinerary  objects  (CEQA 
Guidelines.  Sec.  15064.5(d)).  The  agreement  should  take  into  consideration  the 
appropriate  excavation,  removal,  recordation,  analysis,  custodianship,  curation,  and  final 
disposition  of  the  human  remains  and  associated  or  unassociated  fiinerary  objects. 

Final  Archaeological  Resources  Report.  The  archaeological  consultant  shall  submit  a 
Draft  Final  Archaeological  Resources  Report  (FARR)  to  the  ERO  that  evaluates  the 
historical  significance  of  any  discovered  archaeological  resource  and  describes  the 
archaeological  and  historical  research  methods  employed  in  the  archaeological 
testing/monitoring/data  recovery  program(s)  undertaken.  Information  that  may  put  at  risk 
any  archaeological  resource  shall  be  provided  in  a  separate  removable  insert  within  the 
final  report. 

Once  approved  by  the  ERO,  copies  of  the  FARE,  shall  be  distributed  as  follows: 
California  Archaeological  Site  Survey  Northwest  Information  Center  (NWIC)  shall 
receive  one  (1)  copy  and  the  ERO  shall  receive  a  copy  of  the  transmittal  of  the  FARR  to 
the  NWIC.  The  Major  Environmental  Analysis  division  of  the  Planning  Department  shall 
receive  three  copies  of  the  FARR  along  with  copies  of  any  formal  site  recordation  forms 
(CA  DPR  523  series)  and/or  documentation  for  nomination  to  the  National  Register  of 
Historic  Places/California  Register  of  Historical  Resources.  In  instances  of  high  public 
interest  in  or  the  high  interpretive  value  of  the  resource,  the  ERO  may  require  a  different 
final  report  content,  format,  and  distribution  than  that  presented  above. 
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As  discussed  by  topic  above,  and  with  inclusion  of  these  mitigation  measures,  the  project  itself 
would  not  have  a  significant  project-specific  or  cumulative  impact  on  the  environment. 

IMPROVEMENT  MEASURES  IDENTIFIED  BY  THIS  REPORT 


Improvement  measures  are  actions  or  changes  that  would  reduce  effects  of  the  project  that  were 
found  through  the  environmental  analysis  to  have  less-than-significant  impacts.  Improvement 
measures  identified  in  the  EIR  may  be  required  by  decision  makers  as  conditions  of  project 
approval.  The  following  improvement  measures  are  identified  in  the  EIR: 
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Wind 

Although  no  significant  wind  impacts  due  to  the  project  were  found  during  the  wind  study 
analysis,  the  project  would  cause  one  new  exceedance  of  the  pedestrian  comfort  criterion  and  one 
new  exceedance  of  the  sitting  comfort  criterion.  The  wind  analysis  recommends  the  installation 
of  street  trees  along  the  north  side  of  the  400  block  on  Mission  Street  to  reduce  the  1  mph 
exceedance  of  the  pedestrian  comfort  criterion  there.  Implementation  of  this  measure  would  be 
the  responsibility  of  the  Department  of  Public  Works. 

Parking 

The  shortfall  of  about  104  to  236  parking  spaces  is  not  considered  a  significant  impact  in  the 
City,  particularly  in  the  downtown  core  where  commuter  parking  is  discouraged.  The  project  site 
is  well-served  by  transit,  with  local  and  regional  transit  services  provided  on  Mission  and  Market 
Streets  and  at  the  Transbay  Transit  Terminal,  a  regional  transit  hub  across  Fremont  Street. 
Sufficient  parking  is  available  in  nearby  off-site  garages  to  accommodate  the  project  shortfall. 
While  the  project  impact  would  not  be  significant,  improvement  measures  could  be  implemented 
to  further  reduce  the  parking  demand.  Identified  improvement  measures  could  include  one  or 
more  of  the  following:  encourage  office  and  retail  employees  to  use  alternative  means  of  travel; 
provide  reduced  rate  or  free  transit  passes  to  employees;  provide  on-site  transit  information,  such 
as  schedules,  fare  guides,  and  maps,  and  provide  transit  maps  and  directions  for  transit  at  the 
project's  web  site;  and  coordinate  with  City  CarShare  to  promote  the  use  of  car-sharing  by 
residents. 

Traffic 

The  following  improvement  measure  could  further  reduce  non-significant  project  impacts  on 
circulation.  Project  sponsor  would  request  the  Department  of  Parking  and  Traffic  to  install  a 
flashing  red  signal  across  fi"om  the  project  driveway  on  Fremont  Street  (at  project  sponsor's 
expense),  with  appropriate  signage,  advising  motorists  exiting  the  driveway  to  yield  to  oncoming 
traffic,  including  buses  exiting  the  Transbay  loop. 
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^  The  project  sponsor  shall  contribute  to  the  Department  of  Parking  and  Traffic's  new  Integrated 
Transportation  Management  System  (ITMS).  This  program  is  a  citywide  real-time  electronic 
transportation  management  system  that  is  planned  to  include  installation  of  various  intelligent 
transportation  system  infrastructure  components  to  improve  traffic  circulation  in  the  City. 
Implementation  of  the  ITMS  program  is  intended  to  improve  overall  traffic  conditions  and  to 
reduce  traffic  congestion  in  the  City,  including  the  South  of  Market  area  in  which  the  project  is 
located.  By  improving  overall  traffic  conditions  and  reducing  traffic  congestion,  the  ITMS  would 
facilitate  circulation  in  the  project  area.  It  cannot  be  said  with  certainty,  however,  that 
implementation  of  the  ITMS  program  would  be  sufficient  to  reduce  2020  cumulative  impacts  to 
less-than-significant  levels. 

#  A  sign  warning  vehicles  exiting  the  driveway  to  stop  for  buses,  pedestrians  and  other  vehicles 
could  be  installed  as  part  of  the  proposed  project. 

#  Transit 

The  project  sponsor  would  provide  a  transportation  services  broker  for  the  project's  office  and 
commercial  uses,  to  facilitate  transit  and  ridesharing  by  employees  by  providing  transit 
information,  coordinate  ridesharing  activities,  assist  tenant  employers  in  considering  flex-time 
arrangements  for  employees,  and  network  with  other  transportation  brokerage  services  in 
downtown  San  Francisco. 


Final  EIR/ July  31  ,2003 


•  17a 


30 1  Mission  Street  /  200 1 .0792E 


I.  Summary 


D.  ALTERNATIVES 


The  Alternatives  chapter  identifies  alternatives  to  the  proposed  project  and  discusses  their 
environmental  effects  in  comparison  to  those  from  the  proposed  project.  The  alternatives 
discussed  are  the  No  Project  Alternative;  No  Allowable  Exceptions  to  the  Planning  Code;  No 
Allowable  Height  Extension;  Mixed  Use  Development  With  More  Office  and  Less  Residential 
Space;  and  two  alternatives  evaluating  joint  use  of  the  site  with  the  proposed  Transbay  Terminal 
and  Caltrain  Downtown  Extension.  One  of  the  two  alternatives  would  accommodate  the 
Transbay  Terminal  and  Second-to-Main-Street  Caltrain  Extension  Alignment;  and  the  other 
would  accommodate  the  Second-to-Mission-Street  Caltrain  Extension  AUgnment. 


ALTERNATIVE  A:  NO  PROJECT 


The  No  Project  Alternative  would  retain  the  existing  three  buildings  on  the  site.  New  residential 
or  commercial  development  would  not  be  expected  to  occur  on  those  lots.  The  site  would 
continue  to  be  used  for  office  and  retail,  as  under  existing  conditions.  Impacts  associated  with  the 
proposed  project  would  not  occur.  Land  use,  visual  quality,  transportation,  air  quality,  and 
shadow  and  wind  conditions  would  not  change. 

This  alternative  would  not  preclude  future  proposals  for  development  of  the  vacant  northwest 
portion  of  the  site  at  345  Mission  Street  or  the  entire  site.  The  vacant  northwest  portion  of  the 
site  at  345  Mission  Street  could  be  developed  with  uses  allowable  as  principal  or  conditional  uses 
in  the  C-3-0  District.  As  no  proposal  for  developing  the  vacant  portion  of  the  site  is  at  hand, 
specific  detail  about  the  characteristics  of  such  a  project  would  be  speculative.  If  the  vacant 
portion  of  the  site  were  not  developed  for  some  period  of  time,  it  would  remain  a  fenced,  vacant 
lot. 


ALTERNATIVE  B:  NO  ALLOWABLE  EXCEPTIONS  TO  THE  PLANNING  CODE 

This  Alternative  would  contain  substantially  the  same  mix  of  uses,  in  the  same  amounts,  as  the 
proposed  project.  Pedestrian  and  vehicular  access  would  also  function  in  essentially  the  same 
manner  as  the  proposed  project.  In  this  ahemative  the  tower  would  be  550  feet  tall  and  would 
conform  to  the  applicable  "S"  bulk  limits.  The  result  would  be  a  tiered  tower  form,  decreasing  in 
bulk  with  increased  height.  It  would  be  bulkier  at  the  lower-tower  level  and  more  slender  at  the 
top,  and  would  have  a  defined  three-part  base,  middle  and  top.  There  would  be  200  subsurface 
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parking  spaces,  conforming  to  accessory  parking  allowed  in  Planning  Code  Section  204.5,  rather 
than  400  spaces. 

Alternative  B's  impacts  with  respect  to  land  use,  traffic,  transit,  pedestrians,  loading  and  air 
quality  would  be  the  same  as  those  of  the  proposed  project.  It  would  differ  fi"om  the  proposed 
project  primarily  with  respect  to  visual  quality,  wind  and  shadow  effects,  and  parking. 
Alternative  B  would  be  about  55  feet  shorter  than  the  proposed  project,  and  it  would  be  bulkier 
than  the  proposed  project  at  the  lower  levels.  The  alternative's  stepped  silhouette  would  be  less 
vertical  in  emphasis  than  the  proposed  project  tower.  Alternative  B  would  create  less  shadow 
than  the  proposed  project  on  sidewalks  further  away  from  the  project  site  and  more  shadow  on  the 
sidewalks  in  proximity  to  the  project  site.  The  public  and  publicly  accessible  open  space  shaded 
under  proposed  project  conditions  would  be  expected  to  be  similarly  shaded  with  Alternative  B. 
Like  the  proposed  project,  this  alternative  would  not  be  expected  to  cause  hazardous  wind 
conditions  and  would  likely  cause  ground-level  wind  speeds  similar  to  those  with  the  proposed 
project.  As  noted  above,  the  project  would  provide  parking  as  allowed  by  the  Code  (without 
allowable  exceptions)  of  150  percent  of  required  residential  parking  and  7  percent  of  FAR  for 
commercial,  a  total  of  200  spaces.  A  parking  shortfall  of  about  355  to  445  spaces  compared  to 
104  to  236  with  the  proposed  project  could  cause  off-street  parking  occupancy  to  increase  to  over 
90  percent.  Drivers  may  park  farther  away  from  the  project  site  or  switch  to  other  modes  of 
travel.  As  with  the  project,  no  secondary  impacts  firom  the  parking  shortfall  would  be  expected. 

ALTERNATIVE  C:  NO  ALLOWABLE  HEIGHT  EXTENSION 

Alternative  C  would  be  550  feet  tall  compared  to  605  feet  with  the  project  to  conform  to  the 
maximum  height  limit  with  no  allowable  upper-tower  height  extension;  it  would  have  four  fewer 
floors,  50  fewer  residential  units,  and  50  fewer  residential  parking  spaces.  It  would  otherwise  be 
identical  to  the  proposed  project  with  respect  to  its  dimensions,  design  and  program.  Since  its 
upper-tower  floor  plate  measurements  would  be  identical  to  those  of  the  proposed  project,  it 
would  require  the  same  exceptions  from  upper-tower  bulk  limits  as  would  the  proposed  project. 

Alternative  C  would  be  a  mixed  use  development  similar  to  the  proposed  project.  It  would  be 
similar  in  appearance  except  that  its  proportions  would  be  somewhat  less  slender  than  those  of  the 
proposed  project  because  it  would  be  four  floors  shorter.  When  viewed  from  the  Bay  Bridge 
looking  west,  the  top  of  the  Alternative  C  building  would  appear  to  closely  align  with  that  of  50 
Fremont  Street,  with  the  project  in  the  foreground.  The  total  length  of  shadow  created  by  the 
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tower  would  be  less  in  proportion  to  its  reduced  height  under  Alterative  C.  Public  and  publicly 
accessible  open  space  shaded  under  proposed  project  conditions  would  be  expected  to  be 
similarly  shaded  under  Alternative  C  conditions.  Wind  speeds  would  not  be  expected  to  increase 
or  decrease  substantially  due  to  the  decreased  tower  height.  Transportation  and  air  qualit>' 
impacts  under  this  alternative  would  be  similar  to  the  proposed  project's,  but  somewhat  reduced. 
Like  the  project,  Alternative  C  would  not  cause  significant  transportation  or  air  quality  impacts. 

ALTERNATIVE  D:  MIXED  USE  DEVELOPMENT  WITH  MORE  OFFICE  AND  LESS 
RESIDENTIAL  SPACE 

Alternative  D  would  be  a  mixed  use  development  with  the  same  total  floor  area  as  the  proposed 
project  but  with  a  different  allocation  of  uses.  There  would  be  more  office  space  (a  total  of  about 
300,000  gsf)  with  this  alternative,  about  170,000  gsf  more  than  the  proposed  project.  The 
alternative  would  have  fewer  residential  units  (a  total  of  about  183  units),  about  137  fewer  units 
than  the  proposed  project.  Alternative  D  would  include  the  same  amount  of  hotel,  retail  and 
ancillary  uses  as  the  proposed  project,  and  would  require  about  3,500  square  feet  more  public 
open  space  than  the  proposed  project,  due  to  the  greater  amount  of  C-3-0  office  space  and  related 
Planning  Code  requirements.  Its  ground  floor  would  function  in  the  same  manner  as  the 
proposed  project  with  a  ground  floor  plan  that  is  similar  in  layout.  The  exterior  dimensions  of  the 
project  would  be  the  same  as  the  proposed  project  except  that  Alternative  D  would  include  a 
twelve-story  office  building  component  (three  stories  more  than  the  proposed  nine-story  office 
component). 

This  alternative's  greater  office  space  and  lesser  amount  of  residential  area  would  be  consistent 
with  the  existing  general  land  use  character  in  the  downtown  area  and  with  adjacent  office 
buildings  to  the  east  and  north  of  the  project  site,  although  some  newer  developments  in  the 
greater  project  vicinity  are  residential  or  contain  a  residential  components.  Because  the  building 
envelope  of  the  Alternative  D  tower  would  be  basically  the  same  as  that  of  the  proposed  project, 
this  alternative  would  result  in  visual  and  urban  design  effects  similar  to  those  of  the  proposed 
project,  except  that  the  office  component  would  be  taller  than  the  office  component  in  the  project. 

Alternative  D  would  create  slightly  more  shadows  on  the  sidewalks  in  the  vicinity  of  the  project 
site  due  to  its  taller  office  building  component.  The  public  and  publicly  accessible  open  space 
shaded  under  proposed  project  conditions  would  be  expected  to  be  similarly  shaded  under 
Alternative  D  conditions  as  they  would  under  the  proposed  project.  Aherative  D  would  likely 
cause  ground-level  wind  speeds  similar  to  those  with  the  proposed  project. 
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Although  the  increased  office  space  and  decreased  residential  units  would  add  to  p.m.  peak  hour 
vehicle  trips  and  delays  at  local  intersections,  levels  of  service  would  remain  the  same  as  the 
proposed  project  and  would  not  cause  a  significant  traffic  impact.  The  increase  in  vehicle  trips 
would  not  be  sufficient  to  cause  substantial  changes  in  traffic-related  air  emissions.  Parking  and 
loading  demand  would  also  increase  under  Alternative  D.  One  additional  loading  dock  would  be 
required  with  the  additional  office  space  in  this  alternative.  Off-street  parking  occupancy  in  the 
study  area  would  increase  to  about  90  percent,  compared  to  86  percent  with  the  project.  As  with 
the  proposed  project.  Alternative  D  would  not  cause  significant  air  quality  impacts. 

ALTERNATIVE  E:  JOINT  USE  OF  SITE  WITH  PROPOSED  TRANSBAY  TERMINAL 
AND  CALTRAIN  DOWNTOWN  EXTENSION 

The  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  the  Peninsula  Corridor  Joint  Powers  Board  (JPB),  and  the 
Federal  Transit  Administration  are  evaluating  a  new  multi-modal  Transbay  Terminal  on  the  site 
of  the  present-day  Transbay  Terminal  and  extension  of  Caltrain  commuter  rail  service  fi-om  the 
Fourth  and  Townsend  Streets  terminus  to  a  new  underground  terminus  beneath  the  new  Transbay 
Terminal.  Two  alignments  are  under  consideration  for  the  Caltrain  Downtown  Extension.  Both 
alignments  would  use  some  of  the  301  Mission  project  site.  To  explore  the  feasibility  of  joint  use 
of  the  project  site  by  the  301  Mission  Street  project  and  the  Transbay  Terminal  /  Caltrain 
Downtown  Extension  project,  Caltrain  engineers  provided  the  project  structural  engineers  with 
information  about  the  land  area  on  the  301  Mission  Street  site  that  conceptually  would  be 
required  for  each  of  the  two  alignments.  The  project  engineers  and  architect  then  explored 
alternative  project  designs  that  could  accommodate  each  alignment.  Alternative  E-1  evaluates  the 
Second-to-Main  Street  alignment.  Alternative  E-2  evaluates  the  Second-to-Mission  Street 
Alignment. 

Alternative  E-1  to  Accommodate  Conceptual  Plan  for  Transbay  Terminal  and  Second-to- 
Main-Street  Caltrain  Extension  Alignment 

The  proposed  Caltrain  Downtown  Extension  would  extend  Caltrain  from  its  present  terminus  at 
Fourth  and  Townsend  Streets  to  an  underground  terminal  under  the  proposed  new  Transbay 
Transit  Terminal  adjacent  to  the  project  site.  The  Second-to-Main  alternative  alignment  for  the 
Caltrain  extension  includes  six  tracks  and  three  platforms  under  the  proposed  Terminal  along  its 
east-west  axis,  underneath  the  project  block  at  the  301  Mission  property's  south  boundary. 
Preliminary  plans  indicate  that  the  outside  face  of  the  proposed  tunnel  wall  would  need  to 
encroach  over  the  property  line  of  the  301  Mission  Street  site.  Alternative  E-1  would  involve 
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acquisition  of  a  small  strip  along  the  southerly  portion  of  the  project  site  to  accommodate  the 
proposed  Transbay  Terminal  access  tunnel.  To  avoid  transfer  of  lateral  pressure  and 
accommodate  anticipated  load,  the  Caltrain  tunnel  would  need  to  be  isolated  from  the  Alternative 
E-1  structure  by  the  construction  of  an  8-  to  12-inch  filled  isolation  joint  between  the  two 
buildings.  A  load  bearing  wall  of  Alternative  E-1  would  cantilever  over  the  newly  positioned 
foundation  wall,  requiring  installation  of  a  continuous  corbel  ("cap  beam")  along  the  top  of  the 
wall,  and  allowing  the  301  Mission  Street  structure  to  be  built  in  advance  of  the  Caltrain  terminal. 

Overall,  accommodation  of  the  Second- to-Main  Caltrain  extension  alignment  would  result  in  a 
loss  of  about  4,000  gsf  of  project  space  over  four  subsurface  levels,  eliminating  40  parking 
spaces,  500  sq.  ft.  of  storage,  and  500  sq.  ft.  of  mechanical  space.  Above  grade,  the  development 
program  and  design  of  Alternative  E-1  would  be  identical  to  the  proposed  301  Mission  Street 
project. 

The  effects  of  Alternative  E-1  on  land  use,  shadow,  wind,  urban  design,  air  quality  and  growth 
inducement  would  be  the  same  as  those  of  the  proposed  project.  The  loss  of  40  residential 
parking  spaces  would  increase  the  midday  parking  shortfall  from  151-236  to  191-276  spaces. 
This  increased  shortfall  could  be  accommodated  in  off-street  parking  facilities,  as  with  the 
proposed  project.  All  other  transportation  effects  would  be  the  same  as  with  the  proposed  project. 

Alternative  E-2  to  Accommodate  Transbay  Terminal  and  Second-to-Mission-Street 
Caltrain  Extension  Alignment 

The  Second-to-Mission-Street  Calfrain  Extension  alignment  would  also  extend  Caltrain  from 
Fourth  and  Townsend  Streets.  This  alignment  would  split  at  Essex  and  Natoma  Streets  to  the 
southwest  of  the  project  site  before  entering  the  basement  of  the  Transbay  Terminal  where  two  of 
the  tracks  would  bear  north  and  pass  on  a  diagonal  directly  under  the  301  Mission  site  in  a  tunnel 
with  a  floor  64  feet  below  grade.  Along  with  train  tracks  and  platforms  there  would  also  be 
underground  pedestrian  access,  by  way  of  a  series  of  escalators,  to  the  platforms  and  station  area 
to  be  located  under  the  proposed  new  Transbay  Terminal  adjacent  to  the  project  site.  The 
underground  portion  of  the  301  Mission  site  needed  for  the  rail  alignment  would  be  acquired  for 
the  Transbay  project,  and  301  Mission  Sfreet  would  be  developed  on  the  remaining  developable 
portions  of  the  site.  This  would  require  substantial  revisions  to  both  the  below-ground  facilities 
and  the  residential  tower,  with  increased  structural  support  for  the  office  tower  and  changes  to  the 
foundation  piles  to  avoid  conflict  with  the  train  tracks  and  platform. 
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With  this  alternative,  parking  would  be  reduced  by  60  percent,  with  the  157  remaining  spaces 
dedicated  to  residential  use.  Loading  facilities,  as  well  as  support  and  mechanical  functions 
would  need  to  be  relocated.  This  would  result  in  substantial  changes  to  the  overall  structural  plan 
of  the  project.  The  office  component  would  increase  to  15  floors;  the  residential  component 
would  be  reduced  to  256  units  (compared  to  320  units  with  the  project).  These  changes  would 
necessitate  an  above-ground  connection  between  the  office  and  the  residential  tower  that  would 
be  visible  above  the  atrium  space.  Hotel  and  retail  space  with  this  alternative  would  be 
approximately  the  same  as  with  the  proposed  project. 

Alternative  E-2  would  have  about  79  percent  more  office  floor  area,  and  about  20  percent  fewer 
residential  units  than  would  the  proposed  project,  making  it  somewhat  more  similar  to  the 
existing  predominant  land  use  character  in  the  area.  Due  to  the  extent  of  exterior  changes  needed 
to  accommodate  this  Caltrain  alignment,  the  alternative  would  be  less  aesthetically  pleasing  from 
an  urban  design  viewpoint  than  would  the  project.  The  additional  floors  would  result  in  a  change 
in  the  scale  and  reduce  the  transparency  of  the  proposed  atrium,  where  a  new  service  corridor 
connecting  the  office  and  hotel  structures  would  cross  the  space. 

The  office  component  in  Alternative  E-2  would  be  84  feet  taller  than  the  proposed  project, 
creating  proportionally  more  shadow  on  the  sidewalks  in  the  project  area,  particularly  along  the 
200  to  300  blocks  of  Mission  Street.  Alternative  E-2  would  have  similar  effects  on  ground-level 
winds  as  the  proposed  project.  It  would  result  in  slightly  fewer  vehicle  trips  due  to  the  reduction 
in  residential  units.  There  would  be  a  slight  decrease  in  parking  demand  (about  30  spaces)  from 
the  project.  Since  this  alternative  would  provide  157  (93  more  than  required)  spaces,  the  parking 
shortfall  with  respect  to  demand  would  be  about  449  to  517  spaces,  about  275  to  292  more  than 
with  the  proposed  project. 


E.      AREAS  OF  CONTROVERSY  AND  ISSUES  TO  BE  RESOLVED 


Based  on  responses  to  the  Notice  of  Preparation  for  this  EIR,  the  primary  areas  of  controversy 
associated  with  the  proposed  301  Mission  Street  project  concern:  (1)  potential  conflict  with 
implementation  of  the  Transbay  Terminal  and  Caltrain  Extension  project;  (2)  potential  impacts  to 
transit  service  on  adjacent  streets;  and  (3)  the  amount  of  parking  proposed.  Issues  to  be  resolved 
include:  (1)  the  appropriate  amount  of  parking  for  this  primarily  residential  project  in  light  of 
parking  demand  and  parking  requirements  and  policies  for  the  C-3  Districts;  and  (2)  the 
relationship  of  the  proposed  project  to,  and  coordination  with,  the  two  proposed  Caltrain 
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Extension  alignments,  either  of  which  would  construct  tracks  and  possibly  passenger  platforms 
under  portions  of  the  project  site. 

The  San  Francisco  Planning  Commission  will  decide  whether  to  approve  or  disapprove  the 
proposed  project,  after  review  and  certification  of  the  EIR.  In  selecting  or  rejecting  project 
alternatives,  decision  makers  may  also  use  other  information  in  the  public  record. 
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II.     PROJECT  DESCRIPTION 


The  project  site  is  on  the  south  side  of  Mission  Street,  bounded  by  Mission  Street  to  the  north, 
Fremont  Street  to  the  west,  Beale  Street  to  the  east,  and  the  Transbay  Terminal  property  to  the 
south.  The  site  occupies  Assessor's  Block  3719,  Lots  1  and  17  (see  Figure  1:  Project  Location).' 
The  project  sponsor  proposes  to  demolish  three  existing  two-  to  six-story  structures  on  the  project 
site,  totaling  about  173,650  gross  square  feet  (gsf),  and  build  a  58-story,  605-foot-tall,  mixed-use 
development,  totaling  approximately  1,156,500  gsf  The  net  change  in  area  for  the  site  would  be 
an  increase  of  about  982,850  gsf 

The  proposed  development  would  contain  office  space  (about  130,560  gsf);  a  120-suite  extended- 
stay  hoteP  (herein  referred  to  as  "hotel")  (about  164,800  gsf);  320  residential  units  (about 
551,000  gsf);  ground-floor  retail  and  restaurant  space  (about  9,400  gsf);  a  publicly  accessible 
atrium  (about  6,400  gsf);  and  lobbies  (about  4,340  gsf).  Building  services  would  occupy  about 
33,400  gsf  and  mechanical  space  would  occupy  about  104,840  gsf  There  would  be  three  off- 
street  loading  docks  and  four  off-street  van  spaces,  and  400  spaces  of  underground  parking  and 
vehicular  circulation  on  four  levels  (about  151,760  gsf). 


A.      OBJECTIVES  OF  THE  PROJECT  SPONSOR 


According  to  the  project  sponsor.  Mission  Street  Development  Partners,  LLC,  the  overall 
objective  of  the  project  is  to  redevelop  an  underused  commercial  site  in  the  downtown  core  with  a 
mix  of  complementary  uses,  including  residential,  hotel,  retail,  office,  and  associated  parking  and 
open  space  improvements.  Additional  objectives  of  the  project  sponsor  include: 


'  In  the  interest  of  simplification,  this  report  uses  a  convention  for  South-of-Market  streets, 
deeming  streets  running  northwest  to  southeast  (like  Beale  and  Fremont  Streets)  to  run  "north  or  south"  and 
streets  running  from  northeast  to  southwest  (like  Mission  and  Howard  Streets)  to  run  "east  or  west." 

^  Extended-stay  hotels  have  cooking  facilities  in  each  unit  and  anticipated  stays  of  a  period  of 
weeks  rather  than  days. 
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SOURCE:  Mission  Street  Development  Partners,  Gary  Edward  Handel  +  Associates,  Turnstone  Consulting 
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II.  Project  Description 


Develop  a  high-quality  project  that,  consistent  with  the  Downtown  Plan,  maximizes 
growth  in  the  City's  core,  with  a  high  density  mix  of  uses,  taking  advantage  of  view 
opportunities; 

Make  a  positive  contribution  to  the  Downtown  skyline  through  contemporary,  innovative 
building  design  and  urban  form,  including  a  graceful,  slender  tower  articulated  through 
elements  such  as  varied  vertical  planes,  concealed  structural  columns  above  the  base,  and 
a  podium  and  central  atrium  connecting  to  the  tower; 

Support  the  City's  efforts  to  generate  development  of  additional  housing  units,  including 
affordable  units; 

Provide  a  high  quality  development  immediately  adjacent  to  the  proposed  Transbay 
Terminal  site,  at  sufficient  density  to  generate  substantial  tax  increment; 

Provide  an  active  and  pedestrian-friendly  ground-floor  environment,  with  attractive  open 
spaces  and  retail  uses  to  enliven  the  street  frontages,  including  convenient  access  points 
and  other  features  to  create  visual  continuity  with  the  site's  surroundings  and  convey  a 
sense  of  human  scale  at  street  level; 

Include  adequate  on-site  parking  resources  in  light  of  demand  generated  by  the  project, 
including  1 : 1  residential  parking  and  ample  visitor  and  other  short-term  spaces  to  support 
the  balance  of  on-site  uses; 

Contribute  resources  to  the  City  through  generation  of  various  required  linkage  fees  and 
taxes,  including  but  not  limited  to  affordable  housing,  open  space,  transit,  art,  schools  and 
childcare  fees  and  property,  transient  occupancy  and  parking  taxes; 

Generate  new  employment  opportunities  in  a  variety  of  job  classifications,  including 
entry-level  jobs; 

Support  preservation  efforts  through  the  use  of  Transferable  Development  Rights; 

Include  a  complementary  mix  of  uses  at  appropriate  densities  to  both  further  the  City's 
plans  and  policies  and  create  an  implementable,  feasible,  development  program;  and 

Implement  a  development  program  that  can  be  designed,  constructed,  and  operated  in  an 
expeditious,  efficient  and  cost-effective  manner,  in  accordance  with  industry  best 
practices. 
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B.      PROJECT  LOCATION 


The  project  site  is  in  San  Francisco's  downtown  core,  which  includes  the  expanded  Financial 
District  south  of  Market  Street.  It  is  also  within  the  proposed  Transbay  Redevelopment  Plan 
Area.  Land  uses  in  the  immediate  project  vicinity  are  a  mix  of  commercial  (office  and  retail), 
public  (utility),  educational,  transportation  facilities,  and  parking  uses.  Immediately  south  of  the 
project  site,  and  west  across  Fremont  Street  is  the  Transbay  Terminal  and  Plaza.  High-rise  office 
above  ground- floor  retail  is  the  predominant  use  north  and  east  of  the  project  site  and  to  the  west 
across  Transbay  Terminal  Plaza;  transportation  and  parking  uses  predominate  immediately  south 
and  southwest  of  the  site. 


The  approximately  50,41 7 -square-foot,  level,  rectangular  project  site  is  occupied  by  a  six-story 
office  building  above  one  basement  level  at  124  Beale  Street;  a  six-story  office  building  above 
one  basement  level  at  301  Mission;  and  a  two-story  industrial  building  used  for  offices  at  129 
Fremont  Street.  Together,  these  buildings  total  about  173,650  gsf,  including  the  following:  about 
140,000  gsf  of  office  space,  about  20,200  gsf  of  retail  space,  and  13,450  gsf  of  basement  storage. 
The  northwestern  portion  of  the  site  is  a  fenced,  vacant  lot;  it  was  formerly  occupied  by  345 
Mission  Street,  a  building  containing  about  170,150  gsf  of  space  that  was  damaged  in  the  1989 
Loma  Prieta  earthquake  and  demolished. 


C.      PROJECT  CHARACTERISTICS 


The  project  would  have  three  main  structural,  functional  and  visual  components:  a  58-story,  605- 
foot-tall  tower  on  the  western  portion  of  the  site;  a  43 -foot- tall  glass-enclosed  central  atrium;  and 
a  nine-story,  125-foot-tall  office  component  on  the  eastern  portion  of  the  site.  The  three 
components  would  form  one  building.  The  project  design  would  be  contemporary  in  style.  (See 
Figure  2:  Ground-Floor  Plan  and  Surrounding  Streets;  Figure  3:  Mission  Street  Elevation; 
Figure  4:  Fremont  Street  Elevation;  Figure  5:  Beale  Street  Elevation;  and  Figure  6:  South 
Elevation.) 

The  tower's  mass  would  be  articulated  into  varied  vertical  wall  planes  intended  to  reduce  the 
tower's  actual  and  apparent  bulk,  when  viewed  from  street  level,  add  visual  interest,  and 
emphasize  the  tower's  verticality.  The  central  atrium  would  be  enclosed  by  transparent  glass  at 
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II.  Project  Description 


the  top  and  at  its  north  and  south  ends.  The  office  component's  proportions  and  exterior  would 
contrast  with  those  of  the  tower. 

The  height  of  the  central  atrium  would  define  the  height  of  a  base  component  which  is  carried 
across  the  lower  three  floors  of  the  office  component.  Ground-floor  retail  storefi-onts  would  be 
transparent. 

The  301  Mission  Street  project  would  include  a  mix  of  uses  totaling  about  1,156,500  gsf  Retail 
and  restaurant  space  (about  9,400  gsf),  a  publicly  accessible  atrium  (about  6,400  gsf)  and  lobbies 
(about  4,340  gsf)  would  occupy  the  ground  floor.  There  would  also  be  three  ground-level,  off- 
street  loading  docks  and  two  off-street  van  spaces.  Offices  are  proposed  for  the  second  to  the 
ninth  floors  of  the  office  building  component  on  the  eastern  portion  of  the  site  (about  130,560 
gsf).  A  120-suite  hotel  is  proposed  on  the  second  to  the  fifteenth  floors  of  the  tower  (about 
164,800  gsf,  including  a  lounge  and  a  fitness  center  on  the  second  level  for  the  use  of  hotel 
occupants).  There  would  be  320  condominium  residential  units  at  the  sixteenth  to  the  fifty-eighth 
floors  of  the  tower  (totaling  about  551,000  gsf).  The  condominiums  are  anticipated  to  include 
about  140  studio  and  one-bedroom  units,  and  about  180  two-  and  three-bedroom  units.  The 
project  would  have  about  33,400  gsf  of  building  services  and  about  104,840  gsf  of  mechanical 
space.  The  approximately  1 5 1 ,760  gsf  of  parking  area  would  include  four  surface  levels 
containing  400  parking  spaces  (about  123,060  gsf)  and  circulation  space  (about  28,700  gsf). 
About  320  parking  spaces  would  be  dedicated  to  residential  use.  The  remaining  80  spaces  would 
serve  the  commercial  uses.  (See  Figure  7:  Building  Section  Showing  Use  by  Location;  Figure  8: 
Second-Floor  Plan,  Hotel  and  Office;  Figure  9:  Representative  Plan,  Hotel  Floors  3-15  and 
Office  Floors  2-9;  Figure  10:  Representative  Plan,  Residential;  Figure  1 1 :  First  Basement  Plan, 
Parking;  and  Figure  12:  Representative  Basement  Plan,  Parking  Floors  2-4.)  Total  net  change  in 
gross  area  for  the  site  would  be  an  addition  of  about  982,850  gsf  ^  If  the  demolished  345  Mission 
Street  building  (170,150  gsf)  were  counted,  the  net  addition  would  be  812,700  gsf 

The  proposed  project  would  be  set  back  from  Mission  Street  at  the  ground  level,  widening  the  15- 
foot  sidewalk  to  about  3 1  feet  at  the  atrium  entrance  forming  a  plaza  to  mark  the  primary  building 
entrance  (see  Figure  2,  p.  29).  The  atrium  would  provide  pedestrian  passage  to  the  second-floor 
landscaped,  outdoor  garden  terrace  at  the  rear  of  the  site,  one  level  above  grade.  Separate 


^  1,156,500  gsf  for  proposed  project  minus  about  173,650  gsf  for  three  existing  buildings  = 
982,850  gsf 
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II.  Project  Description 


entrances  to  the  retail  and  restaurant  spaces  would  be  located  along  Mission,  Fremont,  and  Beale 
Streets.  Entrance  to  the  office  lobby  would  be  from  a  separate  entrance  on  Mission  Street  or  from 
the  central  atrium.  The  residential  lobby  and  hotel  lobby  would  share  an  entrance  on  Mission 
Street  and  another  entrance  from  the  porte  cochere  on  the  southwest  portion  of  the  project  site. 
Secured  bicycle  storage  for  17  bicycles  would  be  located  on  the  ground-floor  level.  Shower  and 
locker  facilities  would  be  located  on  the  second  level  of  the  office  building. 

The  proposed  project  would  provide  19,210  sq.  ft.  of  publicly  accessible  open  space  and 
3,500  sq.  ft.  of  privately  accessible  open  space  for  use  by  the  residents.  Publicly  accessible  open 
space  would  consist  of  the  following:  a  ground-level  atrium  (about  6,400  gsf);  a  building  setback 
on  Mission  and  Fremont  Streets  to  form  a  plaza  with  seating  (about  5,600  gsf);  and  a  second- 
level,  landscaped,  outdoor  garden  terrace  (about  7,210  gsf).  In  accordance  with  the  requirements 
of  Planning  Code  Section  138(d)(8):  Open  Space  Requirements  in  C-3  Districts  -  Types  and 
Standards  of  Open  Space,  the  atrium,  garden  terrace,  and  plaza  would  be  open  to  the  public 
during  normal  business  hours.  A  partially  enclosed  view  terrace  (about  3,500  gsf)  that  would  be 
screened  against  strong  winds  would  be  located  on  the  roof  of  the  residential/hotel  tower;  it 
would  not  be  accessible  to  the  public. 

Vehicular  access  to  the  project  would  be  from  Fremont  Street  at  the  southwest  comer  of  the  site 
or  from  Beale  Street  at  the  southeast  comer  of  the  site,  via  an  intemal  two-way,  drive-though 
connecting  the  two  streets  along  the  south  side  of  the  site  (see  Figure  2,  p.  29).  The  porte  cochere 
would  serve  the  restaurant,  hotel  and  residential  lobby,  and  atrium;  it  would  provide  off-street 
passenger  loading. 

A  ramp  entrance  to  the  parking  garage  would  be  located  centrally  off  of  the  two-way  drive  and 
would  lead  down  to  about  400  parking  spaces  on  four  subsurface  levels  (see  Figures  1 1  and  1 2, 
pp.  39-40).  Elevators  would  provide  access  to  the  office,  residential  and  hotel  uses.  About  320 
parking  spaces  would  be  dedicated  for  use  by  residents.  The  remaining  80  spaces  would  be  for 
hotel,  office,  retail,  and  restaurant  uses,  and  would  be  open  to  the  public. 

Three  off-street  loading  docks  at  the  ground  level  and  four  van  spaces  would  be  located  near  the 
southeast  comer  of  the  site.  Vehicles  would  enter  the  project's  drive-through  from  Fremont 
Street  and  back  into  the  loading  bays. 

The  project  architect  is  Gary  Edward  Handel  &  Associates. 
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D.      PROJECT  APPROVALS  AND  SCHEDULE 

Before  any  discretionary  project  approvals  may  be  granted  for  the  project,  the  Planning 
Commission  must  certify  the  Environmental  Impact  Report  as  accurate,  objective  and  adequate. 
This  Draft  EIR  will  first  undergo  a  public  comment  period  as  noted  on  the  cover,  during  which 
time  the  Planning  Commission  will  hold  a  public  hearing  on  the  Draft  EIR.  Following  the  close 
of  the  public  comment  period,  the  Planning  Department  will  prepare  and  publish  a  Draft 
Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses,  containing  a  summary  of  all  substantive  comments 
received,  and  the  Department's  responses  to  those  comments.  It  may  also  specify  changes  to  the 
Draft  EIR.  The  Draft  EIR,  together  with  the  Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses  including 
revisions  to  the  Draft  EIR,  will  be  considered  by  the  Planning  Commission  in  a  public  meeting 
and  presented  to  the  Planning  Commission  for  certification.  The  Commission  and  other  decision 
makers  will  consider  the  information  in  the  Final  EIR  in  their  deliberations  on  the  project.  As 
noted,  no  approvals  or  permits  may  be  issued  prior  to  EIR  certification. 

PROJECT  APPROVALS 

Planning  Code  Section  309:  Permit  Review  in  C-3  Districts 

The  project  requires  approval  as  new  construction  in  a  C-3  District.  Planning  Code  Section  309 
provides  procedures  governing  review  of  project  authorization  and  building  and  site  permit 
applications  for  the  construction  or  substantial  alteration  of  structures  in  C-3  Districts.  Section 
309  also  governs  exceptions  (discussed  below),  and  certain  Code  requirements  related  to  C-3 
development  including  Section  138,  Open  Space  Requirements;  Section  138.1,  Pedestrian 
Streetscape  Improvements;  Section  146,  Sunlight  Access  to  Public  Sidewalks;  Section  147, 
Reduction  of  Shadows  on  Certain  Public  or  Publicly  Accessible  Open  Spaces;  Section  148, 
Reduction  of  Ground-Level  Wind  Currents;  and  Section  149,  Artworks.  Under  Section  309,  the 
Planning  Commission  may  impose  additional  requirements  and  limitations  on  the  project  design, 
as  conditions  of  approval,  to  further  the  objectives  and  policies  of  the  General  Plan  or  the 
purposes  of  the  Planning  Code. 

Planning  Code  Section  272:  Bulk  Limits:  Special  Exceptions  in  C-3  Districts 

The  project  requires  an  allowable  exception  to  upper-tower  bulk  limits.  Section  270(d)(3)  limits 
the  tower  bulk  above  350  and  up  to  550  feet  in  height  to  a  maximum  average  floor  size  of 
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12,000  square  feet,  a  maximum  diagonal  linear  measurement  of  160  feet,  and  a  maximum  length 
of  130  feet.  The  project  proposes  upper-tower  floor  plates  averaging  13,765  square  feet,  a  168- 
linear-foot  diagonal  dimension,  and  a  maximum  dimension  of  147  linear  feet  in  length.  Review 
of  the  request  for  an  exception  under  Section  272,  which  provides  for  exceptions,  will  take  place 
during  review  under  Section  309. 

Planning  Code  Section  263.9:  Height  Limits:  Special  Exceptions  for  Upper  Tower 
Extensions  in  S  Districts 

The  project  sponsor  requests  an  allowable  exception  to  height  limits  for  upper-tower  extensions. 
A  605-foot  tower  is  proposed  in  a  550-S  Height  and  Bulk  District,  exceeding  the  550-foot  height 
limit  by  55  feet.  According  to  Section  263.9,  in  S  Districts,  additional  height  up  to  10  percent,  or 
55  feet  for  the  project,  may  be  allowed  as  an  extension  of  the  upper  tower,  provided  that  the 
volume  of  the  upper  tower  as  extended  is  reduced  by  a  percentage  specified  in  the  Code  (see 
Planning  Code  Section  270(4)). 

Planning  Code  Section  223(p):  Major  (Nonaccessory)  Parking  Garage  Not  Open  to  tlie 
Public 

The  project  requires  Conditional  Use  authorization  for  a  major  nonaccessory  parking  garage  not 
open  to  the  public  per  Section  223(p)  because  200  parking  spaces  (of  the  400  total  proposed) 
cannot  be  classified  as  accessory.  Two  hundred  parking  spaces  are  allowable  as  accessory  under 
Planning  Code  Section  204.5(c):  Parking  and  Loading  as  Accessory  Uses.  Of  these,  120  would  be 
for  the  residential  use  (150  percent  of  the  80  required  parking  spaces  for  the  residential  use);  and 
80  spaces  would  be  for  the  remaining  non-residential  uses.''  The  procedures  and  criteria  for 
review  are  set  forth  in  Planning  Code  Section  303  Conditional  Uses;  Section  157,  Conditional 
Use  Applications  for  Parking  Exceeding  Accessory  Amounts:  Additional  Criteria;  and  Section 
158,  Major  Parking  Garage  in  C-3  Districts.  The  floor  area  devoted  to  residential  parking  in 
excess  of  150  percent  of  the  Code  requirement  (i.e.  nonaccessory)  is  attributable  to  the  FAR;  for 
the  project,  that  is  about  61,138  gsf 


"*  The  number  of  accessory  parking  spaces  for  the  non-residential  uses  in  the  proposed  project  was 
arrived  at,  pursuant  to  Section  204.5,  as  follows:  7%  of  400,000  square  feet  of  commercial  floor  area  = 
28,000  /  350  square  feet  per  space  =  80  spaces.  Therefore,  the  project  would  not  require  a  Conditional  Use 
authorization  for  the  parking  dedicated  to  commercial  uses. 
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Planning  Code  Section  216(i):  Hotel  Use 

The  project  requires  Conditional  Use  review  and  authorization  for  hotel  use  in  the  C-3-0  District 
under  Planning  Code  Section  216(i).  The  procedures  and  criteria  for  review  are  set  forth  in 
Planning  Code  Sections  303  (for  Conditional  Use  generally)  and  303(g)  (for  hotel  use 
specifically). 

Planning  Code  Section  128:  Transfer  of  Development  Rights  in  C-3  Districts 

The  project  would  require  certification  by  the  Zoning  Administrator  under  Planning  Code  Section 
128  of  the  transfer  of  development  rights  (TDRs). 

Other  Planning  Code  Sections 

The  project  would  not  require  authorization  for  office  development  under  Planning  Code  Sections 
321-325  regarding  Office  Development:  Annual  Limit.  The  project  would  contain  about 
130,560  gsf  of  office  space.  The  Zoning  Administrator  has  determined  that  the  150,000  gsf  of 
office  space  formerly  at  345  Mission  Street,  required  to  be  demolished  following  a  "red  tag" 
determination  by  the  City  after  the  Loma  Prieta  earthquake,  constitutes  pre-existing  office  space.^ 
Therefore,  there  would  be  a  net  decrease  in  office  space  for  the  site,  rather  than  an  increase,  and 
approval  is  not  required  under  Sections  321-325. 

On  October  16,  2002,  the  project  sponsor  filed  an  Application  for  Review  of  a  C-3  (Downtown) 
Project  under  Section  309  of  the  Planning  Code,  including  a  request  for  the  exceptions  noted 
above,  and  an  Application  for  Conditional  Use  approval  for  hotel  use  in  the  C-3-0  District  and 
parking  in  excess  of  150  percent  of  the  amount  required  by  the  Code  for  residential  use  (Planning 
Department  Case  No.  2001.0792  CX).  After  certification  of  this  EIR,  the  Planning  Commission 
will  hold  a  hearing  to  consider  the  Conditional  Use  authorization  and  the  exceptions  requested 
under  Section  309. 


^  Laurence  Badiner,  Zoning  Administrator,  San  Francisco  Planning  Department,  Letter  of 
Determination,  letter  to  Pamela  Duffy,  Esq.,  Coblentz,  Patch,  Duffy  and  Bass,  July  8,  2002.  A  copy  of  this 
letter  is  available  for  review,  by  appointment,  at  the  Planning  Department,  1 660  Mission  Street,  as  part  of 
the  project  file. 
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Other  Requirements  and  Approvals 

The  project  would  require  the  merger  of  existing  lots  by  the  Department  of  Public  Works  (DPW). 

The  project  requires  the  elimination  or  relocation  of  the  existing  midblock  pedestrian  crosswalk 
across  Fremont  Street  from  the  project  site  to  the  Transbay  Terminal.  That  decision  will  be  made 
in  consultation  with  DPW.  Elimination  of  the  crosswalk  would  require  approval  by  the  Board  of 
Supervisors;  relocation  would  require  administrative  review  by  DPW. 

#  The  project  is  subject  to  affordable  housing  requirements.  The  hotel  component  triggers  Planning 
Code  Section  313:  Housing  Requirements  for  Large-Scale  Development  Projects  because  it 
would  include  more  than  25,000  gsf  of  hotel  use;^  it  also  triggers  child-care  requirements 
(Planning  Code  Section  314:  Child-Care  Requirements  for  Office  and  Hotel  Development 
Projects)  because  it  includes  a  hotel  with  more  than  six  rooms  and  a  net  addition  of  more  than 
50,000  gsf  of  hotel  space.^ 

The  residential  component  of  the  project  is  subject  to  the  City's  Inclusionary  Affordable  Housing 
legislation  (Ordinance  No.  3702,  codified  as  Planning  Code  Section  315  passed  by  the  Board  of 
Supervisors  on  March  2,  2002).  The  Ordinance  sets  forth  inclusionary  housing  requirements  for 
residential  development  proposals  of  10  or  more  units  and  allows  for  compliance  on-site  or  off- 
site,  or  by  payment  of  an  in-lieu  fee.  Under  Section  315  the  requirement  for  a  project  meeting  the 
above  criterion  varies  between  5  and  1 7  percent  depending  on  the  nature  of  approvals  requested, 
when  the  building  permit  application  was  submitted,  and  method  of  compliance. 

The  project  sponsor  is  currently  evaluating  options  for  compliance  with  Code  Sections  313,  314 
and  315.  The  Planning  Department  will  confirm  these  requirements  for  the  project  as  part  of  its 


•  ^  Planning  Code  Section  313.3(a)(2).  According  to  Planning  Code  Sections  313.4  the 

project  sponsor  is  required  to  pay  and/or  contribute  land  to  an  affordable  housing  developer,  or  pay  an 
in-lieu  fee  (Net  Addition  GSF  Hotel  Space  X  $1 1.21  =  Total  Fee)  to  the  City  Controller  to  be  exclusively 
used  for  the  development  of  affordable  housing  as  a  condition  of  project  approval. 

^  ^  Planning  Code  Sections  314.1(g)  and  314.3(a).  According  to  Planning  Code  Sections  314.4 

seq.,  the  project  sponsor  is  required  to  provide  a  child-care  facility  on  or  near  the  project  site,  or  arrange 
with  a  nonprofit  organization  to  provide  a  child-care  facility  at  a  location  within  the  City,  or  pay  an  in-lieu 
fee  (Net  Addition  GSF  Hotel  Space  X  $1  =  Total  Fee)  to  the  City  Controller  to  be  exclusively  used  to 
foster  the  expansion  of  and  ease  of  access  to  child-care  facilities  affordable  to  low-  or  moderate-income 
households. 
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application  review  process,  and  the  project  sponsor's  proposals  will  be  considered  by  the 
Planning  Commission,  as  part  of  its  deliberations  on  whether  to  approve,  approve  with  conditions 
or  disapprove  the  project. 

PROJECT  SCHEDULE 

The  project  sponsor  anticipates  environmental  review,  project  review,  and  a  detailed  design  to  be 
completed  in  late  2003.  If  the  project  were  approved  and  the  necessary  building  permits  issued, 
construction  would  commence  in  2004  and  would  last  about  36  to  48  months.  Initial  occupancy 
is  planned  for  2007. 

E.      GENERAL  PLAN  GOALS  AND  POLICIES 

Before  approving  a  permit  for  any  project  requiring  an  initial  study  under  the  California 
Environmental  Quality  Act  (CEQA),  or  issuing  a  permit  for  any  demolition,  conversion  or  change 
of  use,  the  City  is  required  to  find  that  the  proposed  project  is  consistent  with  the  eight  General 
Plan  Priority  Policies  established  by  Planning  Code  Section  101.1  (Priority  Policies).  The 
Planning  Commission's  review  of  the  project  for  consistency  with  the  Priority  Policies  will  take 
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place  as  a  component  of  its  review  of  the  required  Planning  Code  approvals  outlined  in  the 
Project  Approvals  section.  The  Priority  Policies  are  preservation  and  enhancement  of 
neighborhood  serving  retail  uses;  protection  of  neighborhood  character;  preservation  and 
enhancement  of  affordable  housing;  discouragement  of  commuter  automobiles;  protection  of 
industrial  and  service  sectors  from  commercial  office  development  and  enhancement  of  resident 
employment  and  business  ownership;  earthquake  preparedness;  landmark  and  historic  building 
preservation;  and  protection  of  open  space. 

The  City's  General  Plan,  which  provides  general  policies  and  objectives  to  guide  land  use 
decisions,  contains  some  policies  that  relate  to  physical  environmental  issues.  The  Planning 
Commission  and  other  City  decision  makers  will  evaluate  the  proposed  project  in  accordance 
with  provisions  of  the  General  Plan,  including  those  in  the  Downtown  Plan,  and  will  consider 
potential  conflicts  with  the  General  Plan  as  part  of  the  decision  making  process.  This 
consideration  of  General  Plan  objectives  and  policies  is  carried  out  independent  of  the 
environmental  review  process,  as  part  of  the  decision  to  approve,  modify,  or  disapprove  a 
proposed  project.  Potential  conflicts  with  provisions  of  the  General  Plan  that  would  cause 
physical  environmental  impacts  have  been  evaluated  as  part  of  the  impacts  analysis  carried  out 
for  relevant,  specific  topics  in  this  project's  EIR  and  Initial  Study  (see  Appendix  A).  Any 
potential  conflicts  with  General  Plan  objectives  and  policies  not  identified  in  the  EIR  could  be 
considered  in  the  project  evaluation  process  and  would  not  alter  the  physical  environmental 
effects  of  the  proposed  project  analyzed  in  this  EIR.  Some  key  objectives,  goals,  and  policies  of 
the  General  Plan  relevant  to  the  project  are  as  follows: 

Downtown  Plan 

The  project  site  is  within  the  part  of  San  Francisco  covered  by  the  Downtown  Plan  of  the  General 
Plan.  The  Downtown  Plan  is  the  policy  document  that  guides  growth  and  development  in  San 
Francisco's  downtown.  Centered  on  Market  Street,  the  plan  covers  an  area  roughly  bounded  by 
The  Embarcadero  on  the  east,  Washington  Street  on  the  north.  Van  Ness  Avenue  on  the  west,  and 
Folsom  Street  on  the  south.  The  plan  contains  a  number  of  objectives  and  policies  that  address 
the  following  issues:  provision  of  space  for  commerce,  retail,  housing,  and  open  space; 
preservation  of  the  past;  urban  form;  circulation  within  the  downtown  area;  and  seismic  safety. 
The  proposed  project  would  intensify  use  of  the  site  in  a  manner  generally  consistent  with  the 
Downtown  Area  Plan. 
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Some  key  objectives,  goals,  and  policies  of  the  Downtown  Plan,  relevant  to  the  proposed  project, 
are  as  follows: 

Objective  1,  Policy  1 :  Encourage  development  which  produces  substantial  net  benefits  and  minimizes 
undesirable  consequences.  Discourage  development  which  has  substantial  undesirable  consequences  which 
cannot  be  mitigated. 

Objective  2,  Policy  1 :  Encourage  prime  downtown  office  activities  to  grow  as  long  as  undesirable 
consequences  of  such  growth  can  be  controlled. 

Objective  2,  Policy  2:  Guide  location  of  office  development  to  maintain  a  compact  downtown  core  and 
minimize  displacement  of  other  uses. 

Objective  3,  Policy  5:  Meet  the  convenience  needs  of  daytime  downtown  workers. 

Objective  4,  Policy  1 :  Guide  the  location  of  new  hotels  to  minimize  their  adverse  impacts  on  circulation, 
existing  uses,  and  scale  of  development. 

Objective  6:  Within  acceptable  levels  of  density,  provide  space  for  future  office,  retail,  hotel,  service  and 
related  uses  in  downtown  San  Francisco. 

Objective  7,  Policy  1:  Promote  the  inclusion  of  housing  in  downtown  commercial  developments. 

Objective  9:  Require  useable  open  space  in  sufficient  quantity  and  variety  to  meet  the  needs  of  downtown 
workers,  residents  and  visitors. 

Objective  10,  Policy  4:  Provide  open  space  that  is  clearly  visible  and  easily  reached  fi-om  the  street  or 
pedestrian  way. 

Objective  13,  Policy  1:  Relate  the  height  of  buildings  to  important  attributes  of  the  city  pattern  and  of  the 
height  and  character  of  existing  and  proposed  development. 

Objective  13,  Policy  2:  Foster  sculpturing  of  building  to  create  less  overpowering  buildings  and  more 
interesting  building  tops,  particularly  the  tops  of  towers. 

Objective  13,  Policy  4:  Maintain  separation  between  buildings  to  preserve  light  and  air  and  prevent 
excessive  bulk. 

Objective  14,  Policy  2:  Promote  building  forms  that  will  minimize  the  creation  of  surface  winds  near  the 
base  of  buildings. 

Objective  15,  Policy  3:  Encourage  more  variation  in  building  facades  and  greater  harmony  with  older 
buildings  through  the  use  of  architectural  embellishments  and  bay  or  recessed  windows. 

Objective  16,  Policy  1:  Conserve  the  traditional  street  to  building  relationship  that  characterizes  downtown 
San  Francisco. 
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Objective  16,  Policy  2:  Provide  setbacks  above  a  building  base  to  maintain  the  continuity  of  the 
predominant  streetwalls  along  the  street. 

Objective  16,  Policy  4:  Use  designs  and  materials  and  include  activities  at  the  ground  floor  to  create 
pedestrian  interest. 

Objective  18,  Policy  3:  Discourage  new  long-term  commuter  parking  spaces  in  and  around  downtown. 
Limit  long-term  parking  spaces  serving  downtown  to  the  number  that  already  exists. 

Objective  20,  Policy  7:  Encourage  short-term  use  of  existing  parking  spaces  within  and  adjacent  to  the 
downtown  core  by  converting  all-day  commuter  parking  to  short-term  parking  in  areas  of  high  demand.  Provide 
needed  additional  short-term  parking  structures  in  peripheral  locations  around  but  not  within  the  downtown  core, 
preferably  in  the  short-term  parking  belt. 

Objective  21,  Policy  1 :  Provide  off-street  facilities  for  freight  loading  and  service  vehicles  on  the  site  of  new 
buildings  sufficient  to  meet  the  demands  generated  by  the  intended  uses. 

Objective  22,  Policy  1 :  Provide  sufficient  pedestrian  movement  space. 

Objective  22,  Policy  3:  Ensure  convenient  and  safe  pedestrian  crossings. 

Objective  22,  Policy  4:  Create  a  pedestrian  network  in  the  downtown  core  area  that  includes  streets  devoted  to  or 
primarily  oriented  to  pedestrian  use. 

Commerce  and  Industry  Element 

Objective  3,  Policy  2:  Promote  measures  designed  to  increase  the  number  of  San  Francisco  jobs  held  by  San 
Francisco  residents. 

Transportation  Element 

Objective  1,  Policy  1 .2:  Ensure  the  safety  and  comfort  of  pedestrians  throughout  the  city. 

Objective  1,  Policy  1.6:  Ensure  choices' among  modes  of  travel  and  accommodate  each  mode  when  and  where  it 
is  most  appropriate. 

Objective  12,  Policy  12.2:  Build  on  successful  efforts  implemented  at  numerous  private-sector  worksites,  such  as 
the  downtown  Transportation  Brokerage  Program  and  voluntary  programs,  and  adapt  such  programs  for 
application  in  new  areas  as  appropriate. 

Objective  14,  Policy  14.7:  Encourage  the  use  of  transit  and  other  alternative  modes  of  travel  to  the  private 
automobile  through  the  positioning  of  building  entrances  that  prioritize  access  from  these  modes. 

Objective  16,  Policy  5:  Reduce  parking  demand  through  limiting  the  absolute  amount  of  spaces  and  prioritizing 
the  spaces  for  short-term  and  ride-share  uses. 

Objective  1 7,  Policy  1 :  Discourage  the  provision  of  new  long-term  parking  downtown  and  near  major 
employment  centers. 
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Objective  23,  Policy  2:  Widen  sidewalks  where  intensive  commercial,  recreational,  or  institutional  activity  is 
present  and  where  residential  densities  are  high. 

Objective  30,  Policy  30.5:  In  any  large  development,  allocate  a  portion  of  the  provided  off-street  parking  spaces 
for  compact  automobiles,  vanpools,  bicycles  and  motorcycles  commensurate  with  standards  that  are,  at  a 
minimum,  representative  of  their  proportion  of  the  City's  vehicle  population. 

Objective  32,  Policy  32.1:  Discourage  new  long-term  commuter  parking  spaces  for  single  occupant  automobiles 
in  and  around  downtown.  Limit  the  long-term  parking  spaces  to  the  number  that  already  exists. 

Objective  32,  Policy  32.5:  When  the  priority  functions  of  service  vehicle  access  and  pedestrian  movement  are 
sufficiently  accommodated  on  downtown  alleys,  the  function  of  remaining  alley  space  should  be  designated  for 
motorcycle  parking,  primarily  short-term. 

Objective  40,  Policy  3:  Off-street  loading  facilities  and  spaces  in  the  downtown  area  should  be  enclosed  and 
accessible  by  private  driveways  designed  to  minimize  conflicts  with  pedestrian,  transit  and  automobile  traffic. 

Urban  Design  Element 

Objective  3,  Policy  2:  Avoid  extreme  contrasts  in  color,  shape  and  other  characteristics  which  will  cause  new 
buildings  to  stand  out  in  excess  of  their  public  importance. 

Objective  3,  Policy  3:  Promote  efforts  to  achieve  high  quality  of  design  for  buildings  to  be  constructed  at 
prominent  locations. 

Objective  3,  Policy  5:  Relate  the  height  of  buildings  to  important  attributes  of  the  city  pattern  and  to  the  height 
and  character  of  existing  development. 
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An  application  for  environmental  evaluation  for  the  project  was  filed  August  16,  2001.  On  the 
basis  of  an  Initial  Study  published  on  May  1 1 ,  2002,  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Department 
determined  that  an  Environmental  Impact  Report  (EIR)  was  required.  The  Initial  Study 
determined  that  the  following  effects  of  the  project  would  either  be  insignificant  or  would  be 
reduced  to  a  less-than-significant  level  by  mitigation  measures  included  in  the  project,  and  thus 
required  no  fiirther  analysis:  land  use,  visual  quality/urban  design,  population  and  housing,  noise, 
construction  air  quality,  shadow,  utilities/public  services,  biology,  geology/topography,  water, 
energy/natural  resources,  hazards,  and  historic/cultural  resources.  (See  Appendix  A  for  the  Initial 
Study.)  Therefore,  the  EIR  does  not  discuss  these  issues,  except  as  noted  below. 

Issues  found  to  be  potentially  significant  in  the  Initial  Study  are  evaluated  in  this  chapter.  They 
include  transportation,  air  quality,  and  wind;  growth  inducement  is  also  addressed. 
This  EIR  incorporates  land  use,  visual  quality/urban  design,  and  shadow  to  orient  the  reader  and 
for  informational  purposes,  although  these  project  impacts  were  determined  in  the  Initial  Study  to 
be  less  than  significant. 


A.      LAND  USE  AND  ZONING 


As  the  Initial  Study  concluded  that  the  project  would  not  have  significant  land  use  impacts,  this 
land  use  discussion  is  included  for  informational  purposes  and  to  set  the  project  in  context. 

LAND  USE 

Existing  Land  Use  in  the  Vicinity 


The  project  site  is  located  in  San  Francisco's  downtown  core,  immediately  northeast  of  the  San 
Francisco  Transbay  Terminal.  (See  Figure  13:  Existing  Land  Use  in  the  Project  Vicinity.)  The 
downtown  office  district  includes  the  Financial  District  and  the  emerging  South  of  Market  office 
development  area  in  which  the  site  is  located.  In  the  greater  project  vicinity,  the  Verba  Buena 
Center  Redevelopment  Area  is  to  the  west  (west  of  Second  Street);  the  Rincon  Hill  neighborhood 
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is  about  one  and  one-half  blocks  to  the  southeast;  and  the  South  of  Market  neighborhood  is  to  the 
south  and  southwest.  The  project  site  is  also  within  the  proposed  Transbay  Redevelopment 
Project  Area. 

Residential  developments  in  the  near  and  mid-vicinity  (within  three  blocks)  of  the  project  site 
include  residential  units  in  the  top  seven  stories  of  the  350-foot-tall,  mixed  use  development  at 
388  Market  Street  about  two  blocks  to  the  north,  Rincon  Towers  at  101  Spear  Street  about  two 
blocks  to  the  east,  and  the  high-rise  residential  portion  of  Hills  Plaza  complex  three  blocks  to  the 
southeast.  Newer  residential  developments  have  also  been  built  recently  or  are  under 
construction  in  the  project  vicinity,  especially  in  the  Rincon  Hill  area,  including  the  recently 
occupied  226-unit  Avalon  Towers  at  388  Beale  Street,  the  245-unit  residential  building  under 
construction  at  400  Beale  Street,  and  200  units  recently  approved  at  331  First  Street. 

Hotels  in  the  general  project  vicinity  include  the  Hyatt  Regency  in  Embarcadero  Four  about  three 
blocks  northeast  from  the  site;  the  Harbor  Court  at  1 65  Steuart  Street  about  three  blocks  east  of 
the  site;  and  the  Sheraton  Palace  at  Two  New  Montgomery  Street  about  four  blocks  northwest 
from  the  site.  A  hotel  is  planned  in  the  proposed  Transbay  Redevelopment  Project  Area,  directly 
across  Fremont  Street  from  the  project  site.  None  of  these  hotels  are  extended- stay  hotels,  as 
proposed  for  the  project. 

Land  uses  in  the  immediate  neighborhood  (within  a  block)  of  the  project  site  are  a  mix  of 
commercial  (office  and  retail),  institutional  (educational),  transportation  and  parking  uses.  (See 
Figure  13.)  High-rise  office  above  ground- floor  retail  is  the  predominant  use  east  of  the  site. 

Across  Beale  Street  and  east  of  the  project  site,  occupying  most  of  the  block,  is  the  417-foot-tall 
201  Mission  Street  office  building  with  ground- floor  retail;  surface  parking  is  east  and  south  of 
the  201  Mission  Street  building  and  beneath  the  elevated  Transbay  Terminal  bus  ramps  that 
traverse  the  southwest  comer  of  the  block.  At  the  second  level,  the  201  Mission  Street  building  is 
connected  by  an  elevated  pedestrian  bridge  across  Beale  Street  to  the  western  sidewalk  bordering 
the  project  site.  Further  east  of  201  Mission  Street  is  a  concentration  of  high-rise  office  towers 
with  ground-floor  retail  space. 

High-rise  office  above  ground- floor  retail  is  the  predominant  use  north,  east  and  west  of  the 
project  site.  North  of  Mission  Street,  diagonally  east  of  the  site,  is  the  450-foot-tall  PG&E  office 
building  complex  at  245  Market  Street;  this  complex  includes  ground- floor  retail  and  a  private 
garage  and  occupies  the  entire  block.  Facing  the  project  site  are  the  328-foot-tall  Bechtel  office 
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building  with  ground-floor  retail  at  50  Beale  Street,  and  the  45-foot-tall  Heald  College  School  of 
Business  and  Technology  building  with  ground- floor  retail  at  350  Mission  Street  on  the  block 
immediately  north  of  the  project  site.  The  remainder  of  that  block  is  occupied  by  a  476-foot-tall 
office  building  at  45  Fremont  Street,  and  a  472-foot-tall  office  building  with  ground-floor  retail  at 
333  Market  Street.  Diagonally  across  Mission  Street  to  the  west,  between  Fremont  and  First 
Streets,  are  a  600-foot-tall  office  building  with  ground-floor  retail  at  50  Fremont  Street,  a  55- 
foot-tall  office  building  with  ground-floor  retail  at  440-456  Mission  Street,  a  10-foot-tall  bank 
building  at  75  First  Street,  a  3 1 8-foot-tall  office  building  with  ground-floor  retail  at  455  Market 
Street,  and  a  525-foot-tall  office  building  with  ground-floor  retail  at  425  Market  Street. 

West  of  the  site  are  transportation,  high-rise  office  above  ground-floor  retail,  and  institutional 
uses.  The  Transbay  Terminal  building  and  plaza  are  just  west  of  the  project  site  on  the  south  side 
of  Mission  Street  between  First  and  Fremont  Streets. 

The  Terminal  is  a  structure  of  local  and  regional  transportation  importance,  used  by  AC  Transit 
East  Bay  bus  service,  Muni,  and  Greyhound  bus  lines;  the  Terminal  has  direct  ramps  to  the  Bay 
Bridge.  West  of  the  Transbay  Terminal  plaza  are  a  447-foot-tall  office  building  with  ground- 
floor  retail  at  100  First  Street,  and  a  commercial  garage.  On  that  block,  a  site  is  also  approved  for 
a  45 8-foot-tall  office  building  with  ground- floor  retail  at  555  Mission  Street.  The  Golden  Gate 
University  campus  is  on  the  north  side  of  Mission  Street  between  First  and  Second  Streets. 

Transportation,  parking  and  office  uses  predominate  south  of  the  site.  High-rise  office  above 
ground- floor  retail  is  the  predominant  use  south  beyond  the  Transbay  Terminal.  A  six-  to  seven- 
foot- wide  pedestrian  path  adjoins  the  project  site  on  the  south.  Immediately  south  of  this  path  are 
the  fenced-in  San  Francisco  Transbay  Terminal  elevated  bus  ramps.  Currently,  the  area  beneath 
this  portion  of  the  elevated  bus  ramps  is  used  as  surface  parking.  The  three-block-long  San 
Francisco  Transbay  Terminal  and  ramps  are  immediately  south  and  west  of  the  project  site  across 
Fremont  Street.  South  of  the  project  site  and  the  terminal's  elevated  bus  ramps  are  a  364-foot-tall 
office  building  at  199  Fremont  Street,  a  35-foot-tall  office  building  at  181  Fremont  Street,  a  23- 
foot-tall  office  building  at  183  Fremont  Street,  and  a  45-foot-tall  office  building  with  ground- 
floor  retail  and  daycare  at  342  Howard  Street  on  the  southern  portion  of  the  project  block. 

The  project  site  is  currently  occupied  by  a  68-foot-tall  office  building  over  ground-floor  retail  use 
at  301  Mission;  a  53-foot-tall  office  building  at  124  Beale  Street;  a  20-foot-tall  industrial  building 
used  for  offices  at  129  Fremont  Street;  and  a  vacant,  fenced  lot  at  345  Mission  Street.  The  project 
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is  in  a  transition  area  between  the  predominantly  high-rise  office  above  ground-floor  retail  use  in 
the  downtown  core  to  the  north,  east  and  west;  and  parking,  transportation  uses,  and  lower-rise 
office  and  office  support  buildings  to  the  south  and  southwest. 

Transbay  Redevelopment  Project 

A  decade  of  planning  preceded  the  current  efforts  to  extend  Caltrain  into  the  downtown,  improve 
the  Transbay  Terminal  area,  and  identify  replacement  solutions  for  the  Transbay  Terminal,  which 
does  not  meet  modem  seismic  safety  or  space  utilization  standards.  The  Transbay  Terminal 
Improvement  Plan,  prepared  in  January  2001  by  the  Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission  in 
conjunction  with  associated  consultants,  presents  a  design  concept  for  a  new  Transbay  Terminal. 
This  plan  envisions  primarily  high-density  residential  development  on  publicly  owned  parcels 
adjacent  to  the  Terminal  and  near  the  Rincon  Hill  area  along  Folsom  and  Beale  Streets.' 

The  series  of  proposed  zoning  and  height  district  changes  in  the  Transbay  area  resulting  from 
these  planning  studies  is  the  subject  of  the  Transbay  Terminal/Caltrain  Downtown 
Extension/Redevelopment  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  by  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  the 
San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency,  the  Peninsula  Corridor  Joint  Powers  Board,  and  the 
Federal  Transit  Administration,  published  October  2002.  This  EIS/EIR  analyzes  three  project  . 
components:  demolition  of  the  existing  terminal  and  construction  of  a  new,  multi-modal 
Transbay  Terminal  on  its  site;  extension  of  Caltrain  commuter  rail  service  from  its  current  San 
Francisco  terminus  at  Fourth  and  Townsend  Streets  to  a  new  underground  terminus  underneath 
the  proposed  new  Transbay  Terminal;  and  a  Redevelopment  Area  Plan  that  envisions  transit- 
oriented  development  on  publicly  owned  land  in  the  vicinity  of  the  new  Transbay  Terminal. 

The  project  site  is  within  the  proposed  Transbay  Redevelopment  Plan  Area,  which  covers  the  area 
generally  bounded  by  Mission,  Main,  Spear,  Folsom,  Essex,  Harrison,  Second  and  Minna  Streets. 
(See  Figure  14:  Boundary  of  Proposed  Transbay  Redevelopment  Project  Area.)  The  area 
contains  a  mix  of  light  industrial,  warehousing/distribution,  commercial  office,  live-work,  surface 
parking  lots,  and  residential  activities.  After  the  1 989  Loma  Prieta  earthquake,  a  substantial 
portion  of  this  area  previously  dominated  by  the  Embarcadero  Freeway  was  opened  up  as  a  result 
of  freeway  demolition.  Resulting  parcels  are  now  vacant  and  used  for  surface  parking. 


'  Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission,  Transbay  Terminal  Improvement  Plan,  January,  2001, 
pp.  18-19.  See  also  http;//www. mtc.ca.gov/projects/transbay/transbay_terminal. htm 
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The  implementation  process  for  a  redevelopment  plan  for  the  Transbay  Terminal  area  was 
initiated  in  1 994  when  the  Board  of  Supervisors  adopted  a  formal  redevelopment  study  area. 
Additional  planning  and  consensus  building  since  that  time  has  resulted  in  the  currently  proposed 
development  area.  Implementation  of  a  redevelopment  plan  would  require  adoption  of  a 
redevelopment  plan,  new  zoning  and  design  guidelines,  and  a  capital  improvement  plan. 

Alternative  development  scenarios  are  evaluated  for  the  Redevelopment  Plan  Area  in  the 
Transbay  DEIS/DEIR.  These  represent  a  reasonable  range  of  development  that  could  occur. 
They  envision  a  mix  of  transit-oriented  residential  and  commercial  development  adjoining  the 
Transbay  Terminal.  The  proposal  includes  the  proposed  rezoning  of  the  publicly  owned  land 
surrounding  the  Terminal  area  from  P  (Public  Use)  District  to  C-3-0  (Downtown  Office)  or 
C-3-0  (SD)  (Downtown  Office  Special  Development)  District.  Height  and  Bulk  limits  for  these 
would  also  be  increased  from  their  current  80-X  designation  to  350-S  to  400-S  under  the 
alternatives  being  considered.  The  proposed  Redevelopment  Plan  and  zoning  changes  have  not 
been  adopted,  and  therefore  are  not  official  City  policy  at  this  time. 

Proposed  Changes  in  Land  Use  on  the  Project  Site 

The  proposed  project  would  include  commercial  (office/retail)  uses  and  services  in  a  nine-story 
structure  on  the  eastern  portion  of  the  site;  an  atrium  structure  would  join  the  office/commercial 
space  to  residential,  hotel,  and  retail/restaurant  uses  in  a  58-story  tower  on  the  western  portion  of 
the  site.  The  project  would  have  three  and  one-half  levels  of  subsurface  parking. 

Office  use  is  the  predominant  land  use  in  the  project  area.  The  proposed  residential  and  hotel 
uses  would  be  new  uses  in  the  immediate  project  area,  similar  to  such  uses  in  the  Rincon  Hill  and 
Yerba  Buena  Center  areas  and  to  the  south  of  Howard  Street.  Planned  land  uses  in  the  proposed 
Transbay  Redevelopment  Project  Area  include  transportation,  residential,  and  hotel  uses, 
including  a  hotel  and  plaza  across  Fremont  Street  from  the  project  site. 

The  proposed  mixed  use  development  would  increase  the  intensity  of  existing  land  uses  on  the 
project  site,  and  introduce  residential  and  hotel  uses  there.  The  project  would  be  compatible  with 
existing  and  planned  uses  in  the  vicinity,  including  residential,  hotel,  retail  and  office  uses 
existing  in  the  Rincon  Hill  area  and  Yerba  Buena  Center,  and  hotel  and  residential  uses  being 
planned  for  the  Transbay  Redevelopment  Project  Area.  As  discussed  in  the  Initial  Study,  there 
would  be  no  significant  effects  related  to  land  use. 
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ZONING  PROVISIONS  AND  PROJECT  CONSISTENCY 

The  San  Francisco  Planning  Code  implements  the  San  Francisco  General  Plan,  establishing 
allowable  uses,  densities  and  configurations  of  buildings,  and  setting  forth  procedures  and  criteria 
for  review  of  proposed  projects. 

The  project  site  is  in  the  C-3-0  (Downtown  Office)  Use  District  (see  Figure  15:  Use  Districts  in 
the  Project  Vicinity).  The  C-3-0  District,  as  described  in  Planning  Code  Section  210.3,  plays  a 
national  role  in  finance,  corporate  headquarters  and  service  industries,  serves  as  an  employment 
center  for  the  region  and  consists  primarily  of  high  quality  office  development.  The  intensity  and 
compactness  of  building  development  in  this  district  permits  convenient  travel  by  foot  and  results 
in  a  notable  skyline.  The  district  is  served  by  City  and  regional  transit. 

In  the  C-3-0  District  a  base  floor  area  ratio  (FAR)  of  9: 1  is  permitted,  with  a  maximum  18:1  FAR 
through  the  use  of  transferable  development  rights  (TDR).^ 

The  maximum  allowable  gross  floor  area  for  the  project  site  attributable  to  the  FAR  is 
907,499  gsf  with  TDR  (the  lot  area,  50,416.6  sq.  ft.,  multiplied  by  18,  rounded  to  the  nearest 
square  foot).  The  project  would  be  within  this  permitted  maximum  FAR,  with  a  gross  floor  area 
of  approximately  907,498  gsf,  or  18:1  FAR.^ 

The  west  half  of  the  project  site  is  in  a  550-S  Height  and  Bulk  District,  while  the  east  half  is  in  a 
400-S  Height  and  Bulk  District  (see  Figure  16:  Height  and  Bulk  Districts  in  the  Project  Vicinity). 
The  550-S  and  400-S  Height  and  Bulk  Districts  permit  buildings  up  to  550  feet  and  400  feet, 
respectively,  and  govern  the  dimensions  of  buildings,  calling  for  setbacks  at  given  heights.  The 


^  Transferable  Development  Rights  serve  as  an  incentive  for  historic  preservation.  A  building  in  a 
C-3  District,  designated  under  Planning  Code  Article  1 1  as  a  Significant  or  Contributory  building  or 
designated  under  Article  10  as  a  Landmark,  may  sell  (and  transfer)  its  unused  development  potential  (the 
difference  between  its  allowable  floor  area  and  its  actual  floor  area  as  built)  as  TDR  to  another  site 
(generally  within  the  same  C-3  District,  with  certain  exceptions).  Transfer  of  TDR  permanently  reduces  the 
development  potential  of  the  transferring  lot  while  increasing  the  allowable  floor  area  of  the  receiving  lot, 
by  the  amount  of  TDR  transferred.  The  project  would  require  approximately  453,000  gsf  of  TDR,  which 
the  project  sponsor  proposes  to  purchase  from  multiple  sites  within  the  Yerba  Buena  Center  Redevelopment 
Project  Area  and  C-3  Districts. 

^  In  calculating  the  project's  floor  area,  about  249,000  sq.  ft.  of  floor  area  is  excluded  from  the 
gross  floor  area  of  1,156,500  gsf  under  Planning  Code  Section  102.9.  This  excluded  amount  includes 
required  and  accessory  parking  and  incidental  driveways  and  maneuvering  areas,  mechanical  equipment, 
ground-floor  retail,  and  public  open  space. 
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Planning  Code  provides  for  an  additional  height  extension  of  up  to  10  percent  and  for  allowable 
exceptions  from  the  bulk  limits  provided  that  the  applicable  criteria  are  met.  For  the  project,  the 
Planning  Code  requires  approval  of  an  upper-tower  extension  beyond  550  feet  and  exceptions 
from  the  upper-tower  bulk  limits.  These  are  described  in  the  Project  Approvals  section  of 
Chapter  II,  Project  Description,  pp.  42-45. 
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B.      VISUAL  QUALITY  AND  URBAN  DESIGN 

The  Initial  Study  for  the  project  determined  that  the  project  could  not  have  a  significant  adverse 
effect  related  to  visual  quality  (see  Appendix  A,  Initial  Study,  p.  13).  However,  because  design- 
related  exceptions  pursuant  to  Planning  Code  Sections  263.9  (for  an  upper-tower  extension  above 
550  feet)  and  270(d)(3)  (for  exceptions  to  upper-tower  bulk  controls)  are  being  requested  under 
Planning  Code  Section  309,  this  EIR  discusses  visual  quality  for  informational  purposes.  This 
section  first  describes  the  visual  character  of  the  downtown  generally  and  in  the  immediate 
vicinity  of  the  project  site.  This  is  followed  by  a  discussion  of  the  project's  visual  compatibility 
with  its  surroundings. 

Photographic  views  from  four  locations  have  been  prepared  to  illustrate  existing  conditions  in  the 
project  vicinity  and  at  the  project  site  (see  Figure  17:  Viewpoint  Locations).  Each  existing  view 
(denoted  as  "A.  Existing")  in  Figures  18-21  is  shown  alongside  a  superimposed  visual  simulation 
of  the  proposed  project  for  comparison  (denoted  as  "B.  Proposed  Project"). 

EXISTING  VISUAL  QUALITY  AND  URBAN  FORM 

General  Downtown  Form 

A  general  pattern  of  densely  clustered  high-rise  development  in  the  downtown  core,  tapering  off 
to  low-rise  development  at  its  periphery,  characterizes  San  Francisco's  skyline.  This  compact 
urban  form  signifies  the  downtown  as  the  center  of  commerce  and  activity.  Yet  despite  its  clarity 
of  form,  the  downtown  high-rise  urban  form  is  neither  smooth  nor  uniform.  A  range  of  building 
heights  in  the  downtown  creates  gaps,  peaks,  dips  and  variety  within  this  pattern,  allowing  taller 
buildings  and  building  tops  to  stand  out  in  profile  against  the  sky.  This  tension  between 
conformity  and  variety  in  the  skyline  results  in  a  readable  and  recognizable  image  for  San 
Francisco. 

The  project  site  is  south  of  Mission  Street  at  the  southern  edge  of  the  downtown  high-rise  core. 
Immediately  to  the  south  and  west  of  the  project  site,  the  Transbay  Terminal  and  its  ramp  system 
have  defined  and  bounded  the  edge,  serving  as  a  physical  and  visual  barrier.  High-rise  buildings 
along  this  edge  are  prominent  when  viewed  firom  the  south  because  building  heights  tend  to  drop 
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off  abruptly  from  the  Transbay  Tenninal  southward  (see  Figure  18:  View  Looking  Northeast 
from  Howard  Street  between  First  and  Second  Streets,  A.  Existing).  Within  the  blocks  encircled 
by  the  Transbay  Terminal,  its  bus  ramp  system  and  the  1-80  freeway  off-ramps  to  the  south,  post- 
World  War  II  development  has  been  limited.  Much  of  this  area  is  occupied  by  surface  parking 
and  low-rise  early  Twentieth  Century  buildings,  although  several  new  low-  to  mid-rise  buildings 
have  been  constructed,  are  being  constructed,  or  have  been  recently  approved  for  this  area. 

By  contrast,  east  of  the  project  site  to  The  Embarcadero,  the  southern  edge  of  the  downtown  core 
has  not  been  contained  by  the  Transbay  Terminal  and  its  bus  ramps.  Here,  the  transition  from  the 
high-rise  downtown  core  southward  is  more  tapered  and  gradual.  This  general  effect  is 
particularly  evident  when  this  area  is  viewed  from  the  Bay  Bridge  approaching  the  City  (see 
Figure  19:  View  Looking  West  from  the  Bay  Bridge,  A.  Existing). 

Immediate  Project  Vicinity 

For  the  purposes  of  this  discussion,  the  "immediate  project  vicinity"  generally  encompasses 
buildings  facing  the  Transbay  Terminal  Plaza  as  well  as  buildings  facing  Mission  Street  from 
Fremont  Street  to  Main  Sfreet.'  The  area  to  the  south  of  the  Transbay  Terminal,  although 
proximate  in  distance,  does  not  comprise  the  project  site's  immediate  visual  context  because  of 
the  visual,  physical  barrier  of  the  Transbay  Terminal.^ 

The  visual  character  of  the  immediate  project  vicinity  is  varied.  It  is  primarily  defined  by  the 
Transbay  Terminal  and  plaza  and  by  dense  high-rise  development.  Further  high-rise 
development  is  envisioned  for  this  area  as  most  of  it  is  zoned  for  the  highest  densities  and  heights 
in  the  City.  Low-rise  early  Twentieth  Century  buildings,  including  those  at  the  project  site,  are 
also  found  in  this  area.  Despite  this  variety,  the  overall  intensity  of  development  in  this  area  and 
its  arrangement  within  a  regular  south  of  Market  street  grid  imparts  a  general  sense  of  visual 


'  Note  that  the  high-rise  building  at  45  Fremont  Street  is  discussed  as  part  of  the  immediate  visual 
context.  Although  it  does  not  front  directly  onto  Mission  Street,  its  southern  facade  presents  a  prominent 
face  to  the  project  site,  because  the  intervening  building  at  350  Mission  Street  is  a  low-rise,  four-story 
building. 

^  Note  that  the  high-rise  building  at  199  Fremont  Street  is  discussed  as  part  of  the  immediate 
visual  context  as  it  is  highly  visible  from  the  project  site  despite  its  separation  from  the  project  site  by  the 
Transbay  Terminal. 
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coherence  and  order  in  the  project  vicinity  (see  Figure  20:  View  Looking  East  on  Mission  Street 
from  Second  Street,  A.  Existing). 

The  Transbay  Terminal  Plaza  is  the  large  rectangular  open  area  immediately  west  of  the  project 
site  across  Fremont  Street,  on  the  north  side  of  the  terminal  structure.  Much  of  the  plaza  is 
occupied  by  an  elevated  driveway  and  loading  areas  for  several  Muni  bus  lines  (the  Loop).  A 
curved  driveway  leading  to  and  from  Mission  Street  provides  off-street  pick-up  and  drop-off  of 
passengers.  Seating  and  plantings  flank  a  grade-level  entrance  on  Mission  Street  under  the  raised 
driveway.  At  the  southern  end  of  the  plaza  is  the  central  pavilion  of  the  Transbay  Terminal.  The 
terminal  building  is  a  low  horizontal  volume,  faced  in  grey  granite  (53  feet  tall,  built  1939). 
Flanking  the  central  pavilion,  enclosed  bus  ramps  straddle  the  block  and  bridge  Fremont  and  First 
Sfreets,  creating  a  wall-like  visual  and  physical  barrier  between  the  area  to  the  north  of  the 
terminal  and  the  area  to  its  south. 

High-rise  buildings  of  various  heights  surround  the  project  site.  To  the  west,  across  the  Transbay 
Terminal  Plaza  from  the  project  site  is  100  First  Sfreet  (100  First  Plaza,  384  feet  tall,  built  1988). 
Northwest  of  the  project  site,  diagonally  across  the  Mission/Fremont  intersection,  is  50  Fremont 
Street  (50  Fremont  Center,  600  feet  tall,  built  1983).  North  of  the  project  site,  across  Mission 
Sfreet  and  beyond  the  low-rise  building  at  350  Mission  Sfreet,  is  45  Fremont  Street  (45  Fremont 
Center,  475  feet  tall,  buih  1978),  and  50  Beale  Street  (the  Bechtel  Building,  328  feet  tall,  built 
1967).  Northeast  of  the  project  site,  diagonally  across  the  Mission/Beale  intersection,  is  77  Beale 
Street  (PG&E  Building,  469  feet  tall,  built  1970).  To  the  east  of  the  project  site,  across  Beale 
Street,  is  201  Mission  Street  (the  Providian  Financial  Building,  417  feet  tall,  built  1983).  South 
of  the  project  site,  and  separated  from  the  project  site  by  the  Transbay  Terminal  and  bus  ramps 
that  bisect  the  block  at  its  mid-section,  is  199  Fremont  Street  (364  feet  tall,  built  2000). 

These  high-rise  buildings  are  varied  in  form.  They  may  be  set  back  from  the  surrounding  streets 
by  planted  areas  or  plazas  (for  example,  201  Mission  Sfreet  and  77  Beale  Street)  or  built  to  the 
property  line,  continuing  the  street  wall  (50  Beale  Street  and  50  Fremont  Street).  They  may  be 
simple  and  box-like  in  massing  (77  Beale  Street,  50  Beale  Street,  and  45  Fremont  Street), 
asymmetrical  in  form  (20 1  Mission  Street  and  1 99  Fremont  Street),  or  have  a  symmetrical  and 
tiered  "wedding  cake"  form  (50  Fremont  Street  and  100  First  Street).  They  are  flat  topped  (50 
Beale  Street)  or  topped  with  a  distinct  termination  (100  First  Street  and  199  Fremont  Street). 
These  high-rise  buildings  in  the  project  vicinity  also  present  a  variety  of  exterior  treatments. 
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They  include  rough-textured  (77  Beale  Street  and  100  First  Street)  and  smooth-skinned  buildings 
(45  Fremont  Street  and  50  Fremont).  They  are  clad  in  masonry  panels  (50  Fremont),  aluminum 
panel  (45  Fremont),  or  metal  and  glass  curtain  wall  (50  Beale  Street),  or  may  employ  a  variety  of 
materials  and  exterior  treatments  (100  First  Street). 

Despite  a  high  degree  of  visual  heterogeneity  among  the  high-rise  buildings  in  the  immediate 
project  vicinity,  general  patterns  are  discernible.  Ground  floors  are  generally  transparent  and  are 
often  arcaded  (deeply  set  back  from  the  facade  plane  behind  piers).^  Surface  materials  are 
generally  nonreflective''  and  light  in  hue.^  Exterior  treatment  is  generally  vertical  in  expression.^ 

The  project  site  is  occupied  by  three  low-rise,  early  Twentieth  Century  buildings:  301  Mission 
Street,  a  six-story,  brick-clad  building  (built  1908);  124  Beale  Street,  a  six-story,  concrete 
building  (built  1930);  and  129  Fremont  Street,  a  two-story  concrete  building  (built  1929)  (see 
Appendix  A,  Initial  Study,  p.  43,  for  building  descriptions).  The  northwest  comer  of  the  site  is 
vacant  and  fenced  (see  Figure  21 :  View  Looking  Southeast  on  Mission  Street  from  Fremont 
Street,  A.  Existing). 

Some  other  early  Twentieth  Century  buildings  in  the  immediate  project  vicinity  are  350  Mission 
Street,  a  five-story,  masonry-clad  building  at  the  northeast  comer  of  Mission  and  Fremont  Streets 
(built  1923);  450  Mission  Street,  a  five-story,  masonry-clad  building  at  the  northeast  comer  of 
Mission  and  First  Streets  (1920),  and  500  Mission  Street,  a  six-story,  masonry-clad  building  at 
the  northwest  comer  of  Mission  and  First  Streets  (built  1907). 

A  pedestrian  bridge  across  Beale  Street  lands  on  the  sidewalk  at  the  northeast  comer  of  the 
project  site.  This  bridge  was  originally  constructed  to  allow  users  of  the  201  Mission  Street 


^  50  Fremont  Street,  77  Beale  Street,  and  199  Fremont  Street  are  exceptions.  Their  ground  floors 
extend  to  the  property  line. 

50  Fremont  Street  is  an  exception.  Its  windows  are  reflective  glass. 

'  50  Beale  Street  is  an  exception.  It  has  bronze  colored  mullions  and  dark  tinted  windows. 

^  45  Fremont  Street  is  an  exception.  Its  banded  fenestration  pattern  conveys  a  horizontal  "stacked" 
appearance. 
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201  MISSION  STREET  -I 


_  PROJECT  SITE 

(showing  existing  301  Mission  Street  and 
129  Fremont  Street  buildings) 


199  FREMONT  jRANSBAY 
STREET       TERMINAL  AND  PLAZA 


a  PROPOSED  PROJECT 


PROPOSED  PROJECT 
(stiowing  offices,  atrium  and  lower  tower  floors) 


SOURCE:  Square  One  Productions  and  Turnstone  Consulting 


301  ni55IOH  STI^ECT  

2001  079E  FIGURE  21:  VIEW  LOOKING  SOUTHEAST 

ON  MISSION  STREET  FROM  FREMONT  STREET 
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building  to  safely  and  conveniently  cross  Beale  Street  when  Beale  Street  served  an  on-ramp  to  the 
1-80  Freeway;  the  bridge  is  still  used.  The  bridge  forms  a  visual  barrier  blocking  views  along 
Beale  Street.  The  pedestrian  bridge's  escalator  and  landing  block  visual  access  to  the  Beale 
Street  facade  at  ground  level.  The  project  sponsor  has  had  discussions  with  the  owner  of  201 
Mission  Street  regarding  removal  of  the  bridge.  No  conclusion  has  been  reached.  Removal  of 
the  pedestrian  bridge,  if  done  in  the  future,  would  open  views  along  Beale  Street  and  would 
remove  a  physical  and  visual  barrier  to  ground-floor  retail  uses  and  pedestrian  circulation. 

PROPOSED  CHANGES  IN  VISUAL  QUALITY  ON  THE  PROJECT  SITE 

Project  Design 

The  project  would  have  three  main  structural,  functional,  and  visual  elements:  a  58-story,  605- 
foot-tall  tower  on  the  comer  of  Mission  and  Fremont  Streets;  a  triple-height,  43-foot-tall,  glass- 
enclosed  central  atrium;  and  a  nine-story,  125-foot-tall  office  element  on  the  eastern  portion  of 
the  site.  The  project  design  would  be  contemporary  in  style. 

The  tower's  massing  would  appear  slender  in  proportion  with  a  1:13.6  width-to-height  ratio 
(169  feet  wide  at  its  widest  diagonal,  by  605  feet  tall,  covering  13,774  gsf  of  its  50,000-sq.-ft. 
site).  The  proposed  tower  shape  would  be  uniform  in  plan  for  the  entire  height  of  its  shaft,  rather 
than  composed  of  successively  setback  tiers  as  generally  called  for  under  the  applicable  "S" 
District  bulk  limits.  The  surface  of  the  tower  would  be  articulated  in  varied  vertical  planes 
intended  to  ftirther  reduce  the  tower's  apparent  bulk,  add  visual  interest,  and  emphasize  the 
slendemess  and  verticality  of  the  tower.  The  tower  would  be  terminated  at  its  top  by  angular 
peaks  that  would  screen  rooftop  mechanical  equipment  and  are  intended  to  give  the  building  a 
distinctive  profile.  Except  at  ground  level,  the  tower's  structural  piers  would  not  be  visible  on  the 
exterior.  The  tower  would  be  sheathed  in  a  glass  and  aluminum  curtain  wall. 

The  43-foot-tall  central  atrium  would  be  enclosed  at  its  north  and  south  ends  by  clear  glazing  to 
maximize  light  and  transparency.  The  atrium  space  would  be  spanned  with  steel  trusses  and  its 
ceiling  would  be  glazed  with  clear  glass.  The  atrium  would  open  onto  an  outdoor  garden  terrace 
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at  the  rear  of  the  project  site.  The  atrium  and  garden  terrace  would  be  open  to  the  public  and 
would  include  seating,  plantings,  and  public  art.^ 

At  the  east  end  of  the  site,  the  nine-story  office  component's  proportions  and  exterior  expression 
would  contrast  with  those  of  the  tower.  The  office  component's  base  would  be  clad  in  a  glass  and 
aluminum-fi-amed  storefront  system.  Although  expressed  on  the  exterior  as  part  of  the  base,  the 
second  floor  of  the  office  tower  would  be  generally  identical  to  the  office  floors  above  in  plan. 
Along  Mission  Street,  the  ground  floor  would  be  recessed  and  devoted  to  retail.  On  the  exterior, 
the  upper  office  building  volume  would  be  differentiated  fi^om  the  base  by  a  contrasting  curtain 
wall  pattern. 

VIEWS  OF  THE  PROPOSED  PROJECT 
From  the  Southwest  Along  Howard  Street 

When  viewed  fi"om  the  south  and  west  of  the  project  site,  the  tower  would  rise  from  behind  the 
low,  early  Twentieth  Century  buildings  south  of  the  Terminal  (see  Figure  18:  B.  Proposed). 
Along  this  edge  of  the  downtown  high-rise  core,  there  is  little  transition  between  these  lower 
buildings  and  the  taller  buildings  to  the  north.  The  project  is  seen  in  the  context  of  other  nearby 
high-rise  buildings:  100  First  Street,  50  Fremont  Street,  and  201  Mission  Street.  The  project 
would  be  similar  in  height  to  the  50  Fremont  Street  building  immediately  to  the  north  and  west  of 
the  proposed  building.  The  364-foot-tall  199  Fremont  Street  building  is  south  and  east  of  the 
tower  and  begins  a  gradual  downward  step  from  the  downtown  core  southward  and  eastward 
toward  the  Bay.  The  proposed  building  would  be  seen  amid  the  variety  of  building  forms  and 
surface  treatments  of  nearby  high-rise  buildings,  and  would  add  a  new  prominent  form  in  this 
view. 

From  the  Bay  Bridge 

When  viewed  fi-om  the  east  fi-om  the  bridge,  the  proposed  building  would  introduce  a  tower  at  the 
southern  edge  of  a  dense  cluster  of  high-rise  buildings  (see  Figure  19:  B.  Proposed).  The 
proposed  building  would  be  seen  next  to  the  50  Fremont  Street  building  which,  at  600  feet,  is 


A  rooftop  terrace  is  proposed  above  the  58-story  tower.  This  terrace  would  not  be  accessible  to 

the  public. 


Final  EIR/ July  31,  2003 


71 


301  Mission  Street  /  2001 .0792E 


III.  Environmental  Setting  and  Impacts 
B.  Visual  Quality  and  Urban  Design 

similar  to  the  proposed  project  in  height.  Its  location  at  the  Transbay  Terminal  edge  of  the 
downtown  core,  height  and  atypical  sculptural  massing  would  make  the  project  stand  out  in 
relation  to  its  neighbors  as  a  prominent  and  recognizable  building  on  the  skyline.  Rather  than 
effectuating  a  gradual  southward  tapered  decline,  as  is  evident  to  the  east  of  the  project  site  in  the 
picture  foreground,  the  proposed  301  Mission  Street  building  would  extend  the  dense  high-rise 
downtown  core  incrementally  southward. 

From  the  West  on  Mission  Street 

When  viewed  from  the  west  from  Mission  Sfreet,  the  proposed  605-foot-tall  building  would  be  a 
prominent  addition  to  the  skyline  (see  Figure  20:  B.  Proposed).  The  proposed  building  would  be 
seen  within  the  context  of  the  South  of  Market  street  grid  system  and  would  not  obstruct  any  view 
corridor  down  streets  in  the  area.  The  building  would  be  substantially  taller  than  100  First  Street 
(the  384-foot-tall  building  in  the  foreground)  and  the  low,  mid-block,  early  Twentieth  Century 
buildings  that  currently  line  the  south  side  of  Mission  Street,  between  First  and  Second  Streets. 
With  the  comparably  tall,  600-foot  50  Fremont  Street  tower,  the  proposed  building  would  frame 
the  view  down  Mission  Street  to  its  terminus  at  The  Embarcadero. 

From  the  Opposite  Corner  of  Mission  and  Fremont  Streets 

When  viewed  from  the  comer  of  Mission  and  Fremont  Streets,  diagonally  across  the  intersection 
from  the  project  site,  the  project's  relation  to  the  streetscape  may  be  seen  (see  Figure  21: 
B.  Proposed).  The  project  would  include  features  that  are  associated  with  early  Twentieth 
Century  buildings  to  unite  the  building  with  its  urban  surroundings  and  to  convey  a  sense  of 
human  scale  at  street  level  as  follows.  A  horizontal  three-story  "base"  element  is  articulated  and 
distinguished  from  the  floors  above.  The  base  element  would  extend  horizontally,  intended  to 
create  continuity  with  the  adjacent  horizontal  base  at  201  Mission  Street  to  the  east.  The  project's 
base  would  be  high  and  transparent.  Although  recessed  from  the  property  line  at  the  atrium 
entrance  and  at  the  northwest  comer,  the  base  element  generally  continues  the  streetwall  along 
Mission  Street.  At  the  tower's  ground  floor  and  second  floor,  the  tower's  base  would  be 
differentiated  by  exposing  the  stmctural  piers  supporting  the  tower.  Transparent  glazing  would 
be  recessed  between  the  piers.  Projecting  steel  and  glass  awnings  at  the  lower  floors  are  intended 
to  reinforce  the  horizontal  articulation  of  the  base  element  and  provide  a  sense  of  human  scale  at 
street  level  by  intermpting  the  eye  as  it  travels  up  the  building. 
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THE  PROJECT  CONSIDERED  WITH  THE  PROPOSED  TRANSBAY 
REDEVELOPMENT  PROJECT  ^ 

The  current  concept  for  the  Transbay  Redevelopment  Project  envisions  a  four-level,  three-block- 
long,  multimodal  transportation  terminal  occupying  roughly  the  same  ground  position  as  the 
existing  Transbay  Terminal.  Under  one  alternative  currently  under  consideration,  the  southern 
and  eastern  portions  of  the  existing  bus  ramp  loop  would  be  eliminated  and  the  parcels  currently 
occupied  by  these  ramps  would  be  rezoned  from  P  (Public  Use)  District  to  C-3-0  (Downtown 
Office)  or  C-3-0  (SD)  (Downtown  Office  Special  Development)  District.  Height  and  Bulk  limits 
for  these  would  also  be  increased  from  their  current  80-X  designation  to  350-S  to  400-S  under  the 
alternatives  being  considered.  North  of  the  Transbay  Terminal,  a  landscaped  public  plaza  would 
occupy  the  western  portion  of  the  existing  Transbay  Terminal  Plaza,  at  the  southeast  comer  of 
Mission  and  First  Streets.  A  400-  to  550-foot-tall  hotel  building  is  envisioned  for  the  eastern 
portion  of  the  existing  plaza,  directly  across  Fremont  Street  from  the  project  site. 

Development  of  the  Transbay  Terminal  and  the  surrounding  area  consistent  with  the  proposed 
Transbay  Redevelopment  Project  would  shift  the  existing  edge  of  the  downtown  high-rise  urban 
form.  The  clearly  defined  northern  boundary  of  the  Transbay  Redevelopment  Area  would,  over 
time,  move  southward  as  high-rise  development  occurs  south  of  the  terminal. 

North  of  the  Terminal,  the  potential  hotel  in  the  Transbay  Redevelopment  Project  Area  with  the 
proposed  building  at  301  Mission  Street  would  be  seen  within  the  context  of  the  pattern  of 
vertical  forms  lining  both  sides  of  Mission  Street.  When  viewed  from  the  west  on  Mission  Street, 
the  potential  Transbay  hotel  tower,  if  built  as  planned,  would  obscure  part  of  the  proposed 
project's  volume  and  would  provide  a  transition  in  height  from  the  shorter  100  First  Street 
building  to  the  proposed  project. 

CONCLUSION 

The  proposed  project  would  result  in  a  visual  change  because  it  would  demolish  three  existing 
low-rise  buildings,  dating  from  the  1900s- 1930s,  to  construct  a  substantially  larger  three-part 


Transbay  Terminal  /  Caltrain  Downtown  Extension  /Redevelopment  Project  Draft 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  /  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report  /  Draft  Section  4(f)  Evaluation,  State 
Clearinghouse  No.  95063004  /  2000.048E,  October  2002. 
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development:  a  58-story  tower  and  a  9-story  office  component,  linked  by  an  atrium,  with  a  port 
cochere  and  a  four-level  subsurface  garage.  It  would  thus  increase  the  scale  of  development  of 
the  project  site.  The  existing  buildings  are  an  approximately  68-foot-tall  (six-story),  brick-clad 
office  building  with  ground-floor  retail  uses  at  301  Mission;  an  approximately  53-foot-tall  (six- 
story),  stucco-finish  office  building  at  124  Beale  Street;  and  an  approximately  20-foot-tall  (two- 
story)  industrial  building  at  129  Fremont  Street.  A  vacant  and  fenced  lot  occupies  345  Mission 
Street,  the  remaining  lot  on  the  project  site.  The  vacant  lot  was  formerly  occupied  by  a  100-foot- 
tall,  nine-story  building,  damaged  in  the  Loma  Prieta  earthquake  in  1989  and  subsequently 
demolished.  Thus,  the  project  would  include  infill  development  of  a  lot  vacant  for  13  years. 

The  project  site  is  at  the  southern  edge  of  the  downtown  high-rise  core,  where  the  Transbay 
Terminal  and  its  bus  ramps  bound  the  downtown  and  form  a  physical  and  visual  barrier  against 
southward  development.  This  edge  is  generally  characterized  by  a  lack  of  transition  in  building 
heights  from  the  Terminal  southward.  The  proposed  project  tower,  along  with  other  recent 
developments  south  of  Market,  would  extend  the  downtown  high-rise  core  southward. 

San  Francisco's  downtown  skyline  is  composed  of  a  variety  of  building  heights.  Peaks,  dips  and 
gaps  in  the  general  pattern  create  a  varied  and  recognizable  City  skyline.  The  proposed  605 -foot- 
tall  building  would  be  taller  than  most  of  the  high-rise  buildings  in  the  immediate  project  vicinity. 
It  would  be  within  the  general  height  range  of  others  (like  45  Fremont  at  475  feet,  and  77  Beale 
Street  at  469  feet)  and  would  be  similar  in  height  to  the  adjacent  600-foot-tall  50  Fremont  Street. 
In  an  area  zoned  for  the  highest  densities  and  height  limits  in  San  Francisco,  the  building  would 
be  within  the  range  of  heights  zoned  for  and  anticipated  for  the  area.  Proposed  to  be  among  the 
tallest  of  San  Francisco's  buildings  at  605  feet,  the  proposed  building  would  be  within  the  overall 
range  of  heights  of  the  downtown  and  the  project  vicinity.^ 

High-rise  buildings  in  the  downtown  and  project  vicinity  are  varied  in  form.  The  proposed 
building  would  introduce  a  new  form.  Surrounding  high-rise  buildings  are  widely  varied  in 
exterior  surface  treatment;  however,  they  are  generally  nonreflective,  light  in  tone  and  vertical  in 
expression.  While  buildings  in  the  project  vicinity  vary  with  respect  to  their  relationship  to  the 


'  The  five  tallest  buildings  in  San  Francisco  are:  600  Montgomery  Street  (Transamerica  Pyramid, 
853  feet,  built  1969);  555  California  Street  (Bank  of  America  Center,  779  feet  tall,  built  1969);  345 
Califomia  Street  (California  Center,  695  feet  tall,  built  1986);  50  Fremont  Street  (50  Fremont  Center,  600 
feel  tall,  built  1983);  and  101  Califomia  Street  (600  feet  tall,  built  1982). 
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street,  there  is  an  overall  pattern  of  ground-floor  transparency  and  maintenance  of  a  street  wall. 
The  proposed  project  would  be  consistent  with  these  general  patterns,  incorporating  design 
features  intended  to  create  continuity  with  its  surroundings  and  a  sense  of  human  scale  at  street 
level,  as  called  for  in  the  Downtown  Plan  Area  Plan  of  the  San  Francisco  General  Plan.  The 
proposed  project  would  be  a  dramatic  change  in  the  visual  character  of  the  project  vicinity  from 
the  existing  low-rise,  early-Twentieth  Century  buildings  that  currently  occupy  the  site.  However, 
although  visual  quality  is  subjective,  given  that  the  project  would  be  part  of  a  varied  group  of 
high-rise  buildings  and  within  allowable  height  and  bulk  for  the  site,  the  proposed  building  would 
not  result  in  a  substantial,  demonstrative,  adverse  aesthetic  impact;  nor  would  it  degrade  the 
character  of  the  site  and  its  surroundings. 

The  proposed  building  envelope  would  be  consistent  with  plans  for  the  proposed  Transbay 
Terminal  Redevelopment  Project  Area.  Development  of  the  area  south  of  the  Transbay  Terminal 
under  proposed  increased  height  limits  would  shift  the  dense  high-rise  downtown  core  southward. 
The  proposed  project  at  some  point  would  no  longer  occupy  the  edge  of  the  downtown  high-rise 
form.  Although  the  proposed  building  would  stand  out  prominently  among  its  neighboring 
buildings,  in  light  of  the  above,  as  noted  in  the  Initial  Study  for  the  project  (Appendix  A),  the 
proposed  project  would  not  have  a  significant  impact  regarding  visual  quality  and  urban  design. 
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C.      SHADOW  AND  WIND 
SHADOW 

Planning  Code  Section  295,  adopted  in  1984  pursuant  to  voter  approval  of  Proposition  K, 
generally  prohibits  the  issuance  of  building  permits  for  structures  over  40  feet  in  height  that 
would  cause  significant  new  shade  on  open  space  under  the  jurisdiction  of,  or  designated  to  be 
acquired  by,  the  Recreation  and  Park  Commission  unless  the  Planning  Commission,  in 
consultation  with  the  General  Manager  of  the  Recreation  and  Park  Department,  determines  that 
the  shade  would  not  have  a  significant  impact  on  the  use  of  such  property.  Public  parks  that  were 
analyzed  for  potential  shadow  impacts  under  Planning  Code  Section  295  include  the  Chinese 
playground;  Embarcadero  Plaza  I  (Justin  Hermann  Plaza);  Embarcadero  Plaza  II;  Maritime  Plaza; 
Portsmouth  Square;  St.  Mary's  Square;  and  Union  Square.'  The  Initial  Study  (Appendix  A, 
pp.  22-23)  determined  that  the  project  would  not  have  a  significant  shadow  effect  under  Planning 
Code  Section  295  because  the  project  would  not  newly  shade  open  space  under  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  Recreation  and  Park  Commission  (see  Appendix  B,  Determination  of  Compliance  with 
Planning  Code  Section  295:  Shadows  on  Recreation  and  Park  Commission  Property). 

This  section  describes  the  project's  shadow  effects  on  publicly  owned  or  controlled  open  space 
areas  ("public  open  space")  that  are  not  subject  to  Planning  Code  295;  on  publicly  accessible 
open  space  areas  on  privately  owned  land  ("publicly  accessible  open  space");  and  on  sidewalks. 

Existing  Conditions  in  the  Project  Vicinity 

The  project  site  is  located  in  the  southern  part  of  San  Francisco's  downtown  core.  The  downtown 
area  is  densely  developed  and  high-rise  buildings  are  typical.  Open  space  in  the  vicinity  of  the 
project  site  consists  of  public  open  space,  and  publicly  accessible,  privately  owned  open  space, 
and  sidewalks.  Public  open  space  near  the  site  consists  of  the  landscaped  plaza  at  the  entrance  to 
the  Transbay  Terminal  building  on  Mission  Street  between  Fremont  and  First  Streets;  and  Rincon 
Park,  under  construction  on  The  Embarcadero  between  Howard  and  Harrison  Streets.  The 
locations  of  public  and  publicly  accessible  open  space  near  the  project  site  are  shown  in 


'  A  copy  of  the  results  of  the  shadow  analysis  is  on  file  with  the  San  Francisco  Planning 
Department,  1660  Mission  Street,  and  is  available  for  review  by  appointment  as  part  of  the  project  file. 
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Figure  22:  Nearby  Public  and  Publicly  Accessible  Open  Space  Within  Area  of  Potential  Shadow. 
Project  Shadow  on  Public  and  Publicly  Accessible  Open  Space  in  the  Vicinity 

New  project-generated  shadow  would  reach  public  open  space  and  publicly  accessible  open  space 
west,  north,  and  east  of  the  site  at  certain  times  throughout  the  year  and  over  the  course  of  the 
day.  Public  open  space  that  would  be  affected  by  new  project- generated  shadow  consists  of 
Transbay  Terminal  Plaza  and  Rincon  Park.  Transbay  Terminal  Plaza  has  sidewalks,  benches,  and 
landscaping  south  of  the  crescent-shaped  Mission  Street  vehicle  pick-up/drop-off  area.  Project- 
generated  new  shadow  would  be  cast  in  the  northeast  comer  of  the  public  open  space  at  Transbay 
Terminal  Plaza  during  the  morning  in  June.  By  10:00  a.m.  project-related  shadows  would  be 
limited  to  the  sidewalk  fronting  the  open  space.  Rincon  Park  is  a  three-acre  waterfront  park.^ 
Portions  of  Rincon  Park  would  be  shaded  during  the  last  hour  before  sunset  from  mid- August 
through  mid-October  and  mid-February  through  mid- April.  During  early  evening  hours  this 
space  is  shaded  by  existing  buildings. 

Project  shadow  would  be  cast  on  four  publicly  accessible,  privately  owned  open  spaces.  Bechtel 
Plaza  at  50  Beale  Street,  between  Market  and  Mission  Streets,  contains  seating,  landscaping,  and 
a  pedestrian  walkway  leading  from  the  plaza  toward  Fremont  Street.  The  project  would  add  new 
shadow  to  the  plaza  during  the  early  noon  hour  in  summer  and  fall.  The  One  Market  Street  South 
Plaza,  on  Mission  Street  between  Steuart  and  Spear  Streets,  has  seating,  movable  tables  and 
chairs,  and  landscaping.  The  project  would  cast  net  new  shadow  on  this  area  for  brief  periods  in 
the  midaftemoon  from  November  through  January.  It  would  not  cast  any  shadow  on  the  plaza 
during  the  noon  hour  when  the  space  is  most  heavily  used.  The  open  space  at  201  Mission  Street, 
located  along  Beale  Street,  contains  movable  tables  and  chairs,  and  landscaping.  The  project 
would  create  net  new  shadow  on  this  area  briefly  in  the  midaftemoon  throughout  the  year.  The 
open  space  would  not  be  shaded  by  the  project  during  the  noon  hour.  The  portion  of  the  201 
Mission  Street  open  space  on  Main  Street  would  not  be  shaded  by  the  project  at  any  time.  One 
open  area  at  77  Beale  Street  fronts  Beale  Street  and  one  area  fronts  Mission  Street.  The  Beale 
Street  area  is  paved  and  surrounded  by  fixed  planter  boxes.  The  Mission  Street  area  is  also  paved 
and  has  four  concrete  benches.  The  project  would  create  new  shadow  on  the  Beale  Street  area 


^  Rincon  Park  is  a  public  open  space  located  on  land  leased  by  the  San  Francisco  Redevelopment 
Agency  from  the  Port  of  San  Francisco.  It  is  being  privately  developed  as  part  of  the  Gap.  Inc. 
Headquarters  project  and  will  be  maintained  by  the  Redevelopment  Agency. 
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briefly  during  the  noon  hour  in  midwinter  and  during  the  early  afternoon  in  fall  and  spring.  The 
Mission  Street  area  would  be  shaded  by  the  project  briefly  during  part  of  the  noon  hour  in 
midwinter  and  spring  and  in  the  early  afternoon  in  fall.  The  project  would  not  shade  the  area  in 
summer. 

Publicly  Accessible  Open  Space  in  the  Vicinity  that  Would  Not  Be  Shaded  by  the  Project 

A  number  of  publicly  accessible  open  spaces  north  and  northwest  of  the  project  site,  such  as  the 
Golden  Gate  entry  plaza  (536  Mission  Street),  and  the  plazas  at  50  Fremont  Street  and 
101  California  Street,  and  various  other  open  spaces  north  and  south  of  Market  Street,  are  sited 
between  densely  developed  and  multi-story  and  high-rise  buildings.  Most  open  space  in  this  area 
is  akeady  shaded  by  these  intervening  buildings  during  the  times  and  days  of  the  year  when  new 
project-generated  shadow  could  reach  them.  West  of  the  project  site,  the  podium-level  open 
space  at  100  First  Street;  the  plaza  location  at  555  Mission  Street  (approved,  not  yet  under 
construction);  and  the  plaza  at  554  Mission  Street  are  similarly  shaded  by  other  structures  under 
existing  conditions. 

The  project  would  not  cast  new  shadow  on  most  open  spaces  southeast  of  the  project  site. 
Project-generated  shadow  would  extend  in  a  southeastern  direction  during  the  late  afternoon  and 
early  evening  hours  of  the  summer  months.  The  plazas  at  123  Mission  Street  and  Rincon  Plaza 
are  surrounded  by  adjacent  buildings  and  are  already  in  shade  during  times  when  new  project- 
generated  shadow  could  reach  them.  Similarly,  the  plazas  at  the  Gap  Inc.  Headquarters  and  Hills 
Plaza  are  shaded  by  the  surrounding  buildings  during  the  times  when  new,  project-generated 
shadow  could  reach  these  spaces.  The  open  space  at  221  Main  Street  is  located  southeast  of  the 
project  site.  Project-generated  shadow  would  reach  this  open  space  during  the  late  afternoon  and 
early  evening  hours  of  the  summer  months;  however,  the  project  would  not  cast  new  shadow,  due 
to  existing  shadows  that  are  cast  by  intervening  buildings  during  the  same  times  throughout  the 
year.  The  approximately  600-foot-tall  50  Fremont  Street  building  is  located  on  the  northwest 
comer  of  Mission  and  Fremont  Streets;  it  casts  shadow  on  the  221  Main  Street  open  space  during 
the  same  hours  and  months  of  the  year  that  the  proposed  tower  could  shade  it. 

Several  nearby  publicly  accessible  open  spaces  are  located  beyond  the  reach  of  new  project- 
generated  shadow.  These  spaces  include  four  plazas  at  the  comers  of  the  First  and  Howard 
Streets  intersection  (approved,  not  yet  all  under  constmction)  in  the  Foundry  Square  project  and 
the  plaza  at  199  Fremont  Street. 
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Shadow  effects  of  the  project,  including  effects  on  the  above  open  spaces,  are  shown  in  Figures 
23-26,  beginning  on  p.  81. 

Project  Shadow  at  Selected  Times  of  Day  and  Year 

The  analysis  includes  shadow  cast  by  existing  buildings  and  the  project  on  sidewalks  and  publicly 
accessible  open  space  in  the  project  area.  Shadow  patterns  for  the  project  are  shown  for  10:00 
a.m.,  noon  and  3:00  p.m.  for  the  four  seasons:  the  winter  solstice,  when  the  sun  is  at  its  lowest; 
the  summer  solstice,  when  the  sun  is  at  its  highest;  and  during  the  spring  and  fall  equinoxes,  when 
the  sun  is  at  its  midpoint.^  Sunlight  conditions  from  June  21  through  December  21  are  mirrored 
from  December  21  to  June  21,  allowing  for  the  adjustment  of  Daylight  Savings  Time.  Figures 
23-26  depict  shadow  impacts  at  a  'snapshot'  moment  in  the  range  throughout  the  year. 

Shadows  created  by  existing  buildings  and  structures  are  shown  in  light  grey.  The  maximum 
extent  of  the  proposed  project's  shadow,  shown  as  though  there  were  no  existing  intervening 
buildings,  is  outlined  by  a  heavy  black  line.  Within  this  outline,  the  areas  that  would  not 
otherwise  be  shadowed  but  for  the  project  ("new  shadow")  are  depicted  in  dark  grey.  Open 
spaces  are  highlighted  with  a  pattern. 

December  2 1 

At  10:00  a.m.  on  December  21,  the  project  would  create  new  shadow  on  approximately  150  linear 
feet  of  the  north  and  south  sidewalks  in  the  300  block  of  Mission  Street  (see  Figure  23:  Shadow 
Patterns  on  December  21). 

At  noon,  the  project  would  create  net  new  shadow  on  approximately  150  linear  feet  of  the  north 
and  south  sidewalks  in  the  300  block  of  Mission  Street;  on  about  35  linear  feet  of  the  east 
sidewalk  on  Beale  Street  north  of  Mission  Street,  as  well  as  the  paved  open  area  at  77  Beale 
Street;  and  on  approximately  20  feet  of  the  south  and  north  sidewalks  in  the  200  block  of  Mission 
Street. 

At  3:00  p.m.,  the  project  tower  would  create  new  shadow  on  the  southern  plaza  of  One  Market 
Street  located  along  Mission  Street,  an  area  of  approximately  50  feet  by  300  feet.  The  project 


'  For  this  analysis.  Pacific  Standard  Time  is  used  in  March  and  December,  and  Pacific  Daylight 
Time  is  used  for  June  and  September. 
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would  create  new  shadow  on  about  500  linear  feet  of  the  north  sidewalk  on  Mission  Street 
between  Main  Street  and  The  Embarcadero,  and  on  approximately  50  linear  feet  of  the  south 
sidewalk  in  the  100  block  of  Mission  Street.  The  shadow  extends  to  Pier  2. 

March  2 1 

At  10:00  a.m.  on  March  21,  the  project  would  create  net  new  shadow  on  about  600  linear  feet  of 
the  east  sidewalk  on  Fremont  Street,  between  Market  and  Mission  Streets;  and  on  approximately 
200  linear  feet  of  the  south  sidewalk  in  the  300  block  of  Mission  Street  (see  Figure  24:  Shadow 
Patterns  on  March  21). 

At  noon,  the  project  would  create  new  shadow  on  about  275  linear  feet  of  the  north  sidewalk  in 
the  300  block  of  Mission  Street;  and  on  approximately  125  linear  feet  of  the  south  sidewalk  in  the 
300  block  of  Mission  Street. 

At  3:00  p.m.,  the  project  would  create  new  shadow  on  publicly  accessible  open  space  at  201 
Mission  Street.  A  portion  of  this  space  is  already  shaded  by  existing  buildings  on  the  project  site; 
the  proposed  development  would  create  new  shadow  on  the  open  space  south  of  the  overhead 
walkway  and  the  area  north  of  the  parking  lot  during  the  afternoon  hours.  The  space  would  then 
be  fully  shaded  at  this  time.  The  project  would  also  create  new  shadow  on  about  15  linear  feet  of 
the  west  sidewalk  in  the  200  block  of  Main  Street;  and  about  15  linear  feet  of  the  east  sidewalk  in 
the  100  block  of  Main  Street. 

June  2 1 

At  10:00  a.m.  on  June  21,  the  project  would  create  new  shadow  on  approximately  200  linear  feet 
of  the  sidewalk  at  the  northwest  comer  of  Mission  and  Fremont  Streets;  approximately  125  linear 
feet  of  the  north  sidewalk  in  the  300  block  of  Mission  Street;  and  approximately  75  linear  feet  of 
the  south  sidewalk  in  the  300  block  of  Mission  Street.  It  would  also  shade  about  40  linear  feet  of 
the  east  sidewalk  of  Fremont  Street  north  of  Mission  and  125  linear  feet  of  the  east  sidewalk 
south  of  Mission  Street  (see  Figure  25:  Shadow  Patterns  on  June  21). 

At  noon,  the  project  would  create  new  shadow  on  about  150  linear  feet  of  the  east  sidewalk  of 
Fremont  Street  near  the  comer  of  Fremont  and  Mission  Streets;  approximately  150  linear  feet  of 
the  north  sidewalk  in  the  300  block  of  Mission  Street;  and  approximately  100  linear  feet  of  the 
south  sidewalk  in  the  300  block  of  Mission  Street. 
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At  3:00  p.m.,  the  project  would  create  new  shadow  on  the  southwest  comer  of  the  publicly 
accessible  open  space  at  201  Mission  Street.  The  project  would  also  create  new  shadow  on  about 
20  linear  feet  of  the  west  sidewalk  in  the  100  block  of  Beale  Street;  and  on  approximately  150 
linear  feet  of  the  east  sidewalk  in  the  100  block  of  Beale  Street. 

September  21 

At  10:00  a.m.,  the  project  would  create  new  shadow  on  about  325  linear  feet  of  the  west  sidewalk 
on  Fremont  Street,  mid-block  between  Mission  and  Market  Streets;  on  about  200  linear  feet  of  the 
north  sidewalk  in  the  300  block  of  Mission  Street  at  Fremont  Street;  and  on  the  east  sidewalk  in 
the  100  block  of  Fremont  Street,  west  of  the  proposed  tower  (see  Figure  26:  Shadow  Patterns  on 
September  21). 

At  noon,  the  project  would  create  new  shadow  on  approximately  200  linear  feet  of  the  north 
sidewalk  in  the  300  block  of  Mission  Street;  and  approximately  125  linear  feet  of  the  south 
sidewalk  in  the  300  block  of  Mission  Street. 

At  3:00  p.m.,  the  project  would  create  new  shadow  on  most  of  the  publicly  accessible  open  space 
at  201  Mission  Street;  the  open  space  is  not  shaded  by  existing  buildings  during  this  time  of  day 
and  year.  The  project  also  would  create  new  shadow  on  about  300  linear  feet  of  the  south 
sidewalk  in  the  300  block  of  Mission  Street,  extending  to  the  southeast  comer  of  Mission  and 
Main  Streets. 

Conclusion 

The  project  would  not  have  a  significant  impact  because  it  would  not  cast  new  shadow  on  any 
open  space  under  the  jurisdiction  of,  or  designated  to  be  acquired  by,  the  Recreation  and  Park 
Commission.  For  informational  purposes,  this  EIR  has  also  considered  project  shadows  on  public 
open  space  and  publicly  accessible  open  space.  The  project  would  cast  new  shadow  for  short 
durations  on  portions  of  the  Transbay  Terminal  Plaza,  Rincon  Park  and  four  nearby  publicly 
accessible  open  spaces  at  50  Beale  Street,  77  Beale  Street,  201  Mission  Street,  and  Transbay 
Terminal,  as  discussed  above.  The  new  project-generated  shadow  would  not  have  a  significant 
impact  on  these  spaces. 
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WIND 
SETTING 

U.S.  Weather  Bureau  and  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Management  District  data  show  that  westerly 
(from  the  west)  to  northwesterly  winds,  reflecting  the  persistence  of  sea  breezes,  are  the  most 
frequent  wind  directions  in  San  Francisco.  Wind  direction  is  most  variable  in  the  winter,  when 
strong  southerly  winds,  frequent  during  an  approach  of  a  winter  storm,  occur.  Predictions  of 
wind  speed  are  based  upon  historic  wind  records  from  the  U.S.  Weather  Bureau  weather  station 
atop  the  old  Federal  Building  at  50  United  Nations  Plaza  during  the  years  1945-1950.  Of  the  16 
primary  wind  directions  measured  at  the  weather  station,  four  directions  occur  most  frequently 
and  account  for  most  of  the  strongest  winds:  northwest,  west-northwest,  west,  and  west- 
southwest.  Calm  conditions  occur  about  2  percent  of  the  time.  Average  wind  speeds  are  highest 
during  summer  and  lowest  during  winter.  The  strongest  peak  winds  occur  during  winter,  when 
speeds  of  up  to  47  miles  per  hour  (mph)  have  been  recorded.  Typically,  the  highest  wind  speeds 
occur  during  the  mid-afternoon  hours,  and  the  lowest  occur  during  early  morning  hours. 

Wind  Hazard  Criterion 

In  addition  to  comfort  criteria  described  below,  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Code  (Section  148) 
establishes  a  wind  hazard  criterion.  The  hazard  criterion  is  set  at  an  hourly  averaged  wind  speed 
of  26  mph,  not  to  be  exceeded  more  than  once  during  the  year.  In  the  C-3  Districts,  no  building 
or  addition  would  be  permitted  that  would  cause  wind  speeds  to  exceed  the  hazard  level  of  more 
than  one  hour  of  any  year.  No  exception  may  be  granted.  As  fiirther  described  below,  the  hazard 
criterion  is  not  exceeded  under  existing  conditions  at  any  of  the  wind  measurement  locations. 

Pedestrian  Comfort  Criteria 

Wind  conditions  affect  pedestrian  comfort  on  sidewalks  and  in  other  public  and  publicly 
accessible  areas.  The  comfort  of  pedestrians  varies  under  different  conditions  of  sun  exposure, 
temperature,  clothing,  and  wind  speed. 

Large  buildings  can  redirect  wind  flows  around  buildings  and  divert  winds  downward  to  street 
level,  resulting  in  increased  wind  speed  and  turbulence  there.  To  provide  a  comfortable  wind 
environment  for  people  in  San  Francisco,  the  City  established  wind  criteria  for  the  downtown 
area  within  Section  148  of  the  Planning  Code.  The  comfort  criteria  are  based  on  pedestrian-level 
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wind  speeds  that  include  the  effects  of  turbulence.  These  adjusted  wind  speeds  are  referred  to  as 
"equivalent  wind  speeds."  Section  148  of  the  Planning  Code  establishes  an  equivalent  wind 
speed  of  7  mph  in  public  seating  areas  and  1 1  mph  in  areas  of  substantial  pedestrian  use,  known 
as  comfort  criteria.  New  buildings  and  additions  to  buildings  may  not  cause  ground-level  winds 
to  exceed  these  levels  more  than  1 0  percent  of  the  time.'*  According  to  the  Planning  Code,  if 
existing  winds  exceed  the  comfort  level  or  if  a  proposed  building  or  addition  may  cause  ambient 
speed  to  exceed  the  criteria,  new  buildings  and  additions  must  be  designed  to  reduce  ambient 
wind  speeds  to  meet  these  requirements,  unless  certain  requirements  are  met  for  an  allowable 
exception  as  described  in  Section  148.  Compliance  with  the  Section  would  be  considered  as  part 
of  the  project  review  process.  In  administering  Section  148,  the  Planning  Department  requires 
wind  tunnel  testing  for  tall  buildings.  This  EIR  reviews  wind  impacts  of  the  proposed  project 
against  the  Planning  Code's  pedestrian  comfort,  sitting  area  comfort,  and  hazard  criteria. 

Methodology 

Wind  tunnel  tests  were  conducted  for  the  project  site  and  vicinity  under  several  scenarios, 
including  the  setting  under  existing  conditions;  existing  conditions  plus  the  proposed  project; 
existing  conditions  with  the  proposed  project  plus  the  proposed,  but  not  yet  approved,  full  build- 
out  alternative  for  the  Transbay  Redevelopment  Project  Area  (Transbay  cumulative);  conditions 
with  Alternative  C  as  described  in  Chapter  VI,  Alternatives,  p.  150;  and  conditions  with 
Alternative  C  plus  Transbay  cumulative.  The  wind  tunnel  analysis  report  with  detailed 
methodology  and  results  is  included  in  Appendix  C:  Wind. 

Using  a  wind  tunnel  and  a  scale  model  of  the  project  site  and  surrounding  area,  wind  speed 
measurements  were  taken  at  36  pedestrian-level  locations  for  all  scenarios  (locations  1  through 
36).^  Of  the  36  pedestrian-level  locations,  four  represent  off-site  public  sitting  locations 
(locations  1,  2,  3  and  24).  Figure  27,  Wind  Speed  Measurement  Locations,  shows  the  locations  at 
which  measurements  were  made.  In  accordance  with  the  San  Francisco  wind  ordinance 


The  City  Planning  Code  specifies  the  hours  of  7:00  a.m.  to  6:00  p.m.  The  available  weather  data 
cover  the  hours  of  6:00  a.m.  to  8:00  p.m.  Thus,  observation  from  two  additional  evening  hours  and  one 
additional  morning  hour  are  included  in  these  data.  Because  winds  are  generally  stronger  in  the  afternoon 
and  evening  than  in  the  morning,  this  approximation  is  conservative  -  it  is  likely  to  overestimate  the 
existing  and  projected  wind  speeds. 

^  In  addition,  five  office  rooftop  locations  were  also  tested  in  the  wind  tunnel  under  the  proposed 
project  and  project  cumulative  conditions  (locations  37  through  41). 
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methodology,  the  model  was  tested  for  four  wind  directions:  northwest,  west-northwest,  west, 
and  west-southwest. 

Existing  Conditions 

The  setting  conditions  analyzed  in  the  wind  tunnel  included  the  existing  buildings  on  the  project 
site,  along  with  a  scale  model  of  the  buildings  and  structures  in  the  project  vicinity.  The  555 
Mission  Street  building,  which  has  been  approved  but  is  not  yet  under  construction,  was  also 
included. 

Wind  speeds  under  existing  conditions  do  not  exceed  the  hazard  criterion  of  26  mph  for  more 
than  one  hour  per  year  at  any  of  the  36  test  locations.  As  shown  in  Table  2  of  Appendix  C, 
pp.  9-10,  wind  speeds  range  from  4  to  1 1  mph  and  exceed  the  pedestrian  use  and  sitting  comfort 
criteria  at  one  of  the  36  points  using  the  comfort  criteria  methodology.  The  7  mph  pedestrian 
sitting  comfort  criterion  is  exceeded  in  location  3,  which  is  at  the  Bechtel  plaza  along  Fremont 
Street.  There  are  no  exceedances  under  existing  conditions  for  the  1 1  mph  pedestrian  use  comfort 
criterion. 

IMPACTS 

Significance  Criteria 

A  project  that  would  cause  equivalent  wind  speeds  to  newly  reach  or  exceed  26  mph  for  a  single 
hour  of  the  year  would  be  considered  to  have  a  significant  impact. 

Proposed  Project  Conditions 

Based  on  the  results  of  the  wind  tunnel  study,  the  proposed  project  would  not  substantially 
change  wind  conditions  in  the  area  compared  to  existing  conditions.  As  discussed,  wind  speeds 
under  existing  conditions  do  not  exceed  the  26  mph  hazardous  wind  criterion.  With  the  project, 
winds  would  not  exceed  the  hazard  criterion  at  any  point.  Therefore,  there  would  be  no 
significant  wind  impact  due  to  the  project. 

The  project  would  result  in  wind  speeds  similar  to  existing  conditions;  they  would  range  from  2 
to  12  mph  over  10  percent  of  the  time  using  comfort  criteria  methodology  (see  Table  2  of 
Appendix  C,  pp.  9- 1 0),  compared  to  the  existing  4  to  1 1  mph  range.  In  comparison  to  existing 
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conditions,  wind  speeds  with  the  proposed  301  Mission  Street  project  would  increase  in  13 
locations,  decrease  in  13  locations,  and  remain  the  same  in  10  locations.  Wind  speeds  would  be 
the  strongest  across  from  the  Transbay  Terminal,  in  the  400  block  of  the  north  side  of  Mission 
Street  (6  to  12  mph).  With  the  301  Mission  Street  project,  one  of  the  36  wind  speed  measurement 
locations  would  newly  exceed  the  1 1  mph  comfort  criterion  by  1  mph.  This  location  is  along  the 
north  side  of  Mission  Street,  in  front  of  the  50  Fremont  tower  (location  5).  To  reduce  wind 
speeds  at  this  location  to  meet  the  comfort  criterion,  the  Planning  Commission  could  recommend 
that  the  Department  of  Public  Works  install  street  trees  along  the  affected  sidewalk  (see  Chapter 
V,  Mitigation,  p.  140  for  this  Improvement  Measure).  As  under  existing  wind  speed  conditions, 
one  of  the  four  ground-level  measurement  locations  would  continue  to  exceed  the  7  mph 
pedestrian  sitting  comfort  criterion.  This  location  is  at  the  Bechtel  plaza  (location  3). 

The  project's  view  terrace,  proposed  on  the  roof  of  the  residential/hotel  tower,  would  not  be 
accessible  to  the  public.  The  terrace  was  not  tested  in  a  wind  tunnel;  according  to  the  consulting 
meteorologist,  it  would  be  subject  to  strong  winds.^  It  would  be  partially  enclosed  and  screened 
from  the  wind. 

Transbay  Cumulative 

As  described  in  Section  III.A,  Land  Use,  p.  50,  the  proposed  Transbay  Redevelopment  Project 
would  provide  a  new  intermodal  bus  and  rail  fransit  station  in  San  Francisco's  growing  Financial 
District/South  of  Market  Area.  The  Transbay  project  would  include  construction  of  a  new,  multi- 
modal terminal  on  the  site  of  the  present  Transbay  Terminal,  and  extension  of  the  Caltrain 
commuter  rail  service  from  its  current  terminus  at  Fourth  and  Townsend  Streets  into  a  new 
underground  terminus  underneath  the  proposed  new  Transbay  terminal.  It  would  establish  a 
Redevelopment  Plan  with  transit-oriented  development,  including  a  planned  high-rise  hotel  north 
of  the  new  Transbay  Terminal  across  Fremont  Street  from  the  project  site. 

Development  of  the  project  along  with  development  under  the  Full  Build  alternative  of  the 
proposed  Transbay  Redevelopment  Project,  including  a  high-rise  hotel  directly  across  Fremont 
Street,  would  result  in  wind  speeds  similar  to  both  existing  and  proposed  project  conditions. 


*  Donald  Ballanti,  Certified  Consulting  Meteorologist,  letter  to  Nancy  Clark,  Tumstone 
Consulting,  Rooftop  Open  Space,  301  Mission  Street  Project,  San  Francisco,  dated  January  22,  2003.  This 
letter  is  available  for  public  review,  by  appointment,  at  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Department,  located  at 
1660  Mission  Street. 
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Similar  to  existing  and  proposed  project  conditions,  winds  would  not  exceed  the  26  mph 
hazardous  wind  criterion  at  any  point.  Therefore,  there  would  be  no  significant  wind  impact 
under  the  Transbay  cumulative  scenario. 

With  the  Transbay  cumulative,  wind  speeds  would  range  from  4  to  13  mph  over  10  percent  of  the 
time  using  comfort  criteria  methodology  (see  Table  2  of  Appendix  C,  pp.  9-10).^  One  of  the  31 
tested  pedestrian  locations  (location  1 2)  would  exceed  the  1 1  mph  pedestrian  use  comfort 
criterion.  One  of  the  four  tested  sitting  locations  (location  3)  would  exceed  the  7  mph  public 
sitting  comfort  criterion,  as  it  would  with  the  project  alone. 

Wind  speeds  would  be  strongest  along  the  south  side  of  Mission  Street  in  front  of  both  the 
Transbay  Terminal  building  and  the  301  Mission  Street  project  site  (8  to  13  mph),  and  along  the 
east  side  of  Fremont  Street  at  the  project  site  (9  to  1 1  mph). 

Compared  to  existing  wind  speed  conditions,  the  Transbay  cumulative  would  add  one  location 
(location  1 2)  where  wind  speeds  would  exceed  the  1 1  mph  pedestrian  use  criterion.  This  point, 
located  on  the  southwest  comer  of  the  Mission  and  Fremont  Streets  intersection,  would  be 
13  mph.  In  comparison  to  existing  conditions,  wind  speeds  with  the  Transbay  cumulative  would 
increase  in  12  locations,  decrease  in  14  locations,  and  remain  the  same  in  9  locations.  Wind 
speeds  in  a  plaza  that  is  being  considered  for  the  site  adjacent  to  the  proposed  hotel  under  one  of 
the  Transbay  Terminal  alternatives  would  be  unaffected  by  development  of  the  project  site,  since 
the  plaza  site  is  in  an  upwind  direction  and  the  two  sites  would  be  physically  separated  by  a 
roughly  400-foot-tall  hotel  structure.^ 


^  Under  the  Transbay  cumulative  scenario,  35  ground-level  point  locations  were  tested  rather  than 
36.  This  is  because  test  point  location  19  is  located  in  the  footprint  of  the  proposed  high-rise  hotel  and  low- 
rise  structure  (west  of  the  hotel),  both  of  which  are  being  considered  under  the  Transbay  Terminal  EIR  Full 
Build  alternative. 

*  Donald  Ballanti,  Wind  Tunnel  Analysis  for  the  Proposed  301  Mission  Street  Project,  San 
Francisco,  October  2002,  p.  1 1 . 
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D.  TRANSPORTATION' 
SETTING 

The  existing  conditions  (including  traffic,  transit,  parking,  pedestrians  and  bicycles)  presented  in 
this  analysis  are  based  on  observations  and  counts  conducted  in  2000  and  2001,  plus  the  most 
recent  data  obtained  from  the  San  Francisco  Municipal  Railway  (Muni)  and  the  regional  transit 
operators. 

TRANSPORTATION  STUDY  AREA 

The  transportation  analysis  established  study  areas  around  the  project  site  for  traffic,  transit  and 
parking.  These  study  areas  are  shown  on  Figure  28. 

For  the  traffic  analysis,  six  study  intersections  were  identified  as  locations  likely  to  be  most 
affected  by  the  project.  The  study  intersections  include  the  intersections  along  Fremont  Street 
and  Beale  Street  adjacent  to  the  project  site.  Intersections  more  distant  from  the  project  site  were 
not  analyzed  for  the  Existing-plus-Project  scenario,  since  project-generated  traffic  would  be 
dispersed  among  the  many  local  streets  farther  from  the  project  site  and,  consequently,  would  be 
less  than  at  the  study  intersections.  Due  to  anticipated  friture  development  in  the  area,  including 
the  Transbay  Terminal  and  Transbay  Redevelopment  Projects,  the  assessment  of  the  project 
impacts  on  2020  future  conditions  includes  27  intersections  in  a  wider  study  area  generally 
bounded  between  Second  Street  and  The  Embarcadero,  and  between  Market  and  Bryant  Streets. 

The  transit  study  area  includes  the  local  and  regional  transit  service  within  about  two  blocks 
(approximately  %  mile)  of  the  project  site.  The  parking  study  area  is  bounded  by  Market  Street  to 
the  north,  Main  Street  to  the  east,  Folsom  Street  to  the  south  and  Second  Street  to  the  west.  The 
pedestrian  and  bicycle  study  area  includes  the  local  streets  adjacent  to  the  project  block. 


'  The  information  in  this  section  is  from  the  301  Mission  Street  Transportation  Study  -  Final 
Report,  April  2002,  prepared  by  Wilbur  Smith  Associates,  and  a  supplemental  memorandum  to  Bill  Wycko, 
Planning  Department,  January  2003,  prepared  by  Wilbur  Smith  Associates.  These  materials  are  on  file  and 
available  for  public  review,  by  appointment,  at  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Department,  located  at  1660 
Mission  Street,  San  Francisco,  CA. 


Final  EIR/ July  31,2003 


93 


301  Mission  Street  /  2001.0792E 


MARKET  ST 


MISSION  ST 


ill 

 T^'^^  1 

HOWARD  ST 


LEGEND 

XZ/y/A  PROJECT  SITE 

nrmn— nr  parking  study  area  boundary 

A      STUDY  INTERSECTIONS 


SOURCE;  Turnstone  Consulting 


2001.0792E 


FIGURE  28:  TRANSPORTATION  STUDY  AREA 


94 


III.  Environmental  Setting  and  Impacts 
D.  Transportation 


ROADWAY  NETWORK 
Regional  Freeways 

The  project  site  is  served  by  Interstate  80  (1-80),  U.S.  101  and  Interstate  280  (1-280).  1-80 
provides  the  primary  regional  access  to  the  project  area.  The  San  Francisco-Oakland  Bay  Bridge 
is  part  of  1-80  and  connects  San  Francisco  with  the  East  Bay  and  points  east.  Access  to  the 
project  site  is  via  the  Fremont  Street,  Harrison  Street,  and  Fourth  and  Bryant  off-ramps;  access  to 
1-80  is  via  the  First  Street,  Essex  Street  and  Sterling  Street  (high-occupancy  vehicles  only)  on- 
ramps  (eastbound)  and  the  Fourth  and  Harrison  Streets  on-ramp  (westbound).  1-80  joins  U.S.  101 
southwest  of  the  project  site  and  provides  access  to  the  Peninsula  and  South  Bay.  In  addition, 
U.S.  101  connects  San  Francisco  and  the  North  Bay  via  Van  Ness  Avenue  and  Lombard  Street  to 
the  Golden  Gate  Bridge.  1-280  provides  regional  access  from  the  South  of  Market  area  of 
downtown  San  Francisco  to  southwest  San  Francisco  and  the  South  Bay/Peninsula.  Nearby 
access  points  to  1-280  are  located  at  King  Street  near  Fifth  Street  and  Sixth  and  Brannan  Streets. 

Local  Streets 

In  the  South  of  Market  area,  streets  that  run  in  the  north  west/southeast  direction  are  generally 
considered  north-south  streets,  whereas  streets  that  run  in  the  southwest/northeast  direction  are 
generally  considered  east-west  streets.  Table  1  presents  the  San  Francisco  General  Plan 
designations  and  bicycle  routes  for  the  streets  in  the  vicinity  of  the  project  site. 

Market  Street  is  a  two-way  arterial  that  runs  between  Steuart  Street  to  the  east  and  Portola  Drive 
to  the  west.  West  of  Fifth  Street,  one  of  the  travel  lanes  in  each  direction  is  reserved  for  transit- 
vehicles  only.  Mission  Street  is  a  four-lane  arterial  that  runs  in  an  east-west  direction  between 
The  Embarcadero  and  Van  Ness  Avenue,  and  continues  in  a  north-south  direction  west  of  Van 
Ness  Avenue.  Left  turns  fi^om  Mission  Street  are  generally  prohibited  between  Main/Beale 
Streets  and  Tenth  Street.  In  the  vicinity  of  the  project,  Mission  Street  has  15-foot-wide 
sidewalks.  On-street,  metered  parking  is  provided  along  both  curbs,  but  parking  is  prohibited 
during  the  a.m.  and  p.m.  peak  periods.  Howard  Street  runs  between  The  Embarcadero  and  South 
Van  Ness  Avenue.  In  the  vicinity  of  the  project  site,  on-street  parking  is  provided  on  both  sides 
of  the  street;  however,  parking  is  prohibited  along  the  north  curb  during  the  p.m.  peak  period 
(4:00  to  6:00  p.m.)  to  provide  an  additional  traffic  lane. 
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Main  Street  is  a  north-south  roadway  that  runs  between  Market  and  Bryant  Streets.  Main  Street 
has  both  metered  and  unrestricted  parking  on  both  sides  of  the  street.  Beale  Street  is  a  north- 
south  street  that  runs  between  Market  and  Bryant  Streets,  and  ends  in  a  cul-de-sac  south  of  Bryant 
Street.  Beale  Street  has  been  closed  under  the  I-80/Bay  Bridge  structure  since  September  2001, 
and  it  is  not  currently  known  if  the  closure  is  temporary  or  permanent.  Adjacent  to  the  project 
site,  Beale  Street  has  three  travel  lanes,  plus  a  23-foot  sidewalk  that  narrows  to  10  feet  from 
midblock  of  the  project  site  to  Howard  Street.  There  is  metered  on-street  parking  on  both  sides  of 
the  street. 

Fremont  Street  is  a  one-way  northbound  arterial  that  runs  between  Harrison  and  Market  Streets. 
Two  off-ramps  from  eastbound  1-80  touch  down  on  Fremont  Street  (at  Harrison  Street,  and  mid- 
block  between  Howard  and  Folsom  Streets).  There  is  metered  and  unmetered  parking  along 
Fremont  Street  south  of  the  project  site;  there  are  Muni  and  Golden  Gate  Transit  bus  stops  on 
Fremont  Sfreet  south  of  Mission  Street.  Adjacent  to  the  project  site,  Fremont  Street  has  15-foot- 
wide  sidewalks;  a  bus  shelter  occupies  about  7  feet  of  the  sidewalk  width  beside  part  of  the 
project  frontage.  First  Sfreet  is  a  one-way  southbound  arterial  that  runs  between  Market  and 
Harrison  Sfreets  and  provides  access  to  eastbound  1-80  and  the  Bay  Bridge.  Between  Market  and 
Howard  Sfreets,  one  of  the  four  fravel  lanes  is  dedicated  for  transit  vehicles  only. 

Intersection  Operating  Conditions 

Operating  characteristics  of  intersections  are  described  by  the  concept  of  Level  of  Service  (LOS). 
LOS  is  a  description  of  an  intersection's  performance  based  on  the  average  delay  per  vehicle. 
Intersection  levels  of  service  range  from  LOS  A,  which  indicates  free  flow  or  excellent  conditions 
with  short  delays,  to  LOS  F,  which  indicates  congested  conditions  with  extremely  long  delays. 
LOS  A  through  D  are  considered  acceptable  LOS  (excellent  to  satisfactory)  service  levels.  LOS  E 
is  undesirable,  and  LOS  F  conditions  are  considered  unacceptable. 

Existing  intersection  operating  conditions  were  evaluated  for  the  weekday  p.m.  peak  hour 
(generally  between  5:00  and  6:00  p.m.)  of  the  p.m.  peak  period  (4:00  to  6:00  p.m.)  for  the  six 
study  intersections.  The  p.m.  peak  was  chosen  for  detailed  quantitative  analysis  because  that  is 
the  period  when  the  maximum  use  of  much  of  the  transportation  system  occurs  and  when  most  of 
the  system  is  at  service  capacity.  Existing  weekday  p.m.  peak  hour  intersection  operating 
conditions  are  presented  in  Table  3,  Intersection  Levels  of  Service,  on  p.  108  in  the  Impacts 
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subsection.  During  the  weekday  p.m.  peak  hour,  all  six  of  the  study  intersections  currently 
operate  at  LOS  C,  or  better,  considered  acceptable  conditions. 

A  qualitative  assessment  of  a.m.  peak  period  conditions  was  conducted  at  the  intersection  of 
Fremont/Mission.  During  the  morning  commute  period,  Fremont  Street  serves  as  a  primary 
northbound  arterial  between  Harrison  Street  and  Market  Street.  Two  1-80  westbound/Bay  Bridge 
ramps  touch  down  on  Fremont  Street,  providing  the  primary  access  route  for  vehicles  traveling 
from  the  East  Bay  into  downtown  San  Francisco.  As  a  result,  traffic  volumes  on  Fremont  Street 
are  higher  during  the  a.m.  peak  period  than  during  the  p.m.  peak  period.  In  addition  to  the  high 
traffic  volumes  associated  with  vehicles  accessing  downtown,  Fremont  Street  serves  outbound 
buses  exiting  the  Transbay  Terminal  loop,  buses  using  curbside  stops  on  the  east  curb  of  Fremont 
Street,  pedestrians  exiting  the  Transbay  Terminal,  and  pedestrians  exiting  the  transbay  casual 
carpool  vehicles. 

During  the  a.m.  peak  period,  vehicles  traveling  through  on  Fremont  Street  destined  to  Market 
Street  and  beyond  typically  do  not  experience  substantial  congestion  or  delays.  However, 
vehicles  turning  left  or  right  from  Fremont  Street  to  Mission  Street  (from  separate  turn  lanes)  are 
often  delayed  due  to  the  high  volume  of  pedestrians  destined  for  Market  Street  and  beyond. 
Some  vehicles  waiting  to  turn  left  or  right  are  delayed  more  than  one  signal  cycle  length.  In 
addition  to  the  high  volume  of  pedestrians  crossing  Mission  Street,  some  carpool  passengers 
disembark  along  the  Fremont  Street  curb,  both  at  the  approach  to  Mission  Street  (in  the  bus  stop) 
and  between  Mission  and  Market  Streets.  Conflicts  between  vehicles  dropping  off  passengers 
and  vehicles  turning  right  onto  Mission  Street  were  observed. 

A  midblock  signal  for  pedestrians  crossing  Fremont  Street  and  buses  exiting  the  Transbay 
Terminal  stops  vehicles  on  Fremont  Street  about  200  feet  south  of  Mission  Street,  increasing 
delays  for  some  northbound  vehicles.  However,  field  observations  did  not  indicate  that  this 
midblock  signal  results  in  any  substantial  congestion  on  Fremont  Street  or  spillbacks  of  vehicles 
into  the  upstream  intersection  of  Fremont  and  Howard. 

TRANSIT 

The  project  site  is  in  an  area  well  served  by  public  transit,  with  both  local  and  regional  service 
provided  near  the  project  site  by  Muni,  Bay  Area  Rapid  Transit  (BART),  SamTrans,  Golden  Gate 
Transit  and  AC  Transit.  The  project  site  is  across  Fremont  Street  from  the  Transbay  Terminal 
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and  within  walking  distance  of  the  Ferry  Building,  both  regional  transit  connection  locations. 
Local  service  is  provided  by  the  Muni  bus  and  light  rail  lines.  Muni  operates  19  bus  lines  and  5 
light  rail  lines  in  the  vicinity  of  the  project  site,  including  several  cross-town  bus  lines  that  also 
serve  the  Transbay  Terminal.  Service  to  and  from  the  East  Bay  is  provided  by  BART, 
AC  Transit,  and  ferries;  service  to  and  from  the  North  Bay  is  provided  by  Golden  Gate  Transit 
buses  and  ferries;  service  to  and  from  the  Peninsula  and  South  Bay  is  provided  by  Caltrain, 
SamTrans,  and  BART. 

The  availability  of  Muni  and  regional  transit  service  capacity  was  analyzed  in  terms  of  a  series  of 
screenlines.  Four  screenlines  have  been  established  in  San  Francisco  to  analyze  potential  impacts 
of  projects  on  Muni  service:  Northeast,  Northwest,  Southwest  and  Southeast,  with  subcorridors 
within  each  screenline  (see  Figure  D-1  in  Appendix  D).  Three  regional  screenlines  have  been 
established  around  San  Francisco  to  analyze  potential  impacts  of  projects  on  the  regional  transit 
carriers:  East  Bay  (AC  Transit,  BART,  ferries).  North  Bay  (Golden  Gate  Transit  buses  and 
ferries)  and  South  Bay  (BART,  Caltrain,  SamTrans).  The  screenline  analysis  focuses  on  transit 
trips  in  the  outbound  direction  (i.e.,  trips  from  greater  downtown  San  Francisco  to  other  parts  of 
the  City  and  the  region)  because  the  outbound  direction  reflects  the  peak  direction  of  travel  and 
pafronage  loads  for  the  transit  carriers  during  the  p.m.  peak  period. 

As  a  means  to  determine  the  amount  of  available  space  within  each  screenline,  capacity 
utilization  is  used,  which  relates  the  number  of  passengers  per  transit  vehicle  to  the  design 
capacity  of  the  vehicle.  In  contrast  to  other  transit  operators.  Muni  has  established  a  capacity 
utilization  service  standard  that  includes  not  only  seating  capacity  but  also  substantial  numbers  of 
standees,  with  standees  representing  somewhere  between  30  percent  to  80  percent  of  seated 
passengers,  depending  on  the  specific  transit  vehicle  configuration.  Thus,  Muni  screenlines,  and 
subcorridors  within  these  screenlines,  that  are  at  or  near  capacity  operate  under  noticeably 
crowded  conditions  with  many  standees.  Because  each  screenline  and  most  subcorridors  include 
several  Muni  lines  with  multiple  transit  vehicles  from  each  line,  some  individual  transit  vehicles 
operate  at  or  above  capacity  and  are  extremely  crowded  during  the  p.m.  peak  hour  at  their  most 
heavily  used  points  (i.e.,  screenlines),  while  others  operate  under  less  crowded  conditions.  The 
extent  of  crowding  is  accentuated  whenever  target  headways  are  not  met  through  either  missed 
runs  and/or  bunching  in  service.  Thus,  in  common  with  other  types  of  transportation  operations 
such  as  roadways  and  parking  facilities,  transit  operators  may  experience  substantial  problems  in 
service  delivery  well  short  of  established  service  capacity  standards. 
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For  all  regional  transit  operators,  the  capacity  is  based  on  the  number  of  seated  passengers  per 
vehicle.  All  of  the  regional  transit  operators  except  BART  have  a  one-hour  load  factor  standard 
of  100  percent,  which  would  indicate  that  all  seats  are  full.  BART  has  a  one-hour  load  factor 
standard  of  135  percent,  which  indicates  that  all  seats  are  fiiU  and  an  additional  35  percent  of  the 
seating  capacity  are  standees  (i.e.,  1.35  passengers  per  seat). 

All  Muni  screenlines  and  subcorridors  are  currently  operating  within  the  capacity  utilization 
standard  and  have  available  capacity  to  accommodate  additional  passengers.  All  regional  transit 
providers  operate  at  less  than  their  load  factor  standards,  which  indicates  that  seats  are  generally 
available. 

PARKING 

Parking  conditions  were  determined  for  the  weekday  midday  period  (1 :30  to  3:30  p.m.)  and  the 
weekday  evening  period  (6:30  to  8:00  p.m.).  There  are  26  off-street  public  parking  facilities  in 
the  study  area,  providing  about  3,730  spaces.  During  the  weekday  midday  period,  the  parking 
occupancy  at  these  facilities  ranges  from  64  to  97  percent  of  capacity,  with  an  overall  occupancy 
of  about  80  percent  of  capacity.  Most  of  the  study  parking  facilities  serve  downtown  employees 
and  generally  close  sometime  between  6:00  and  8:00  p.m.  No  parking  facilities  are  attended 
24  hours  a  day,  but  ten  facilities  allow  evening  and  overnight  parking  during  the  weekday  either 
through  payment  drop-box  or  entry  before  7:00  p.m.  Combined,  the  facilities  that  are  open  in  the 
evening  or  overnight  provide  about  1,720  spaces  (of  the  total  3,730  spaces)  and  operate  at  about 
1 7  percent  of  capacity  during  the  weekday  evening  period. 

On-street  parking  is  provided  adjacent  to  the  project  site  on  both  Mission  and  Beale  Streets.  In 
general,  on-street  parking  in  the  vicinity  of  the  project  site  is  comprised  of  metered  and 
unmetered  spaces,  with  30-minute  limits,  and  some  yellow  loading  spaces.  Peak  period 
(generally  7:00  to  9:00  a.m.  and  3:00  to  7:00  p.m.)  tow-away  regulations  are  in  effect  along  many 
of  the  major  arterials  (such  as  Mission,  Howard  and  Fremont  Streets)  in  the  study  area.  The  on- 
street  parking  is  well  used  throughout  the  day  and  in  the  evenings. 

PEDESTRIANS 

An  analysis  of  operating  characteristics  was  conducted  for  the  sidewalks  adjacent  to  the  project 
site.  Sidewalk  operating  conditions  are  measured  by  average  pedestrian  flow  rate,  which  is 
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defined  as  the  average  number  of  pedestrians  that  pass  a  specific  point  on  the  sidevv'alk  during  a 
defined  period.  Sidewalks  are  evaluated  using  a  "level  of  service"  concept,  similar  to  the 
evaluation  of  traffic  operations  at  intersections,  with  an  upper  limit  for  acceptable  conditions  as 
LOS  D. 

Pedestrian  conditions  were  assessed  at  the  three  sidewalks  adjacent  to  the  project  site  for  the 
midday  and  p.m.  peak  hour  conditions.  Pedestrian  counts  were  conducted  on  Fremont,  Beale  and 
Mission  Streets  on  Tuesday,  December  11,  2001  for  the  weekday  midday  (12:00  to  2:00  p.m.) 
and  the  p.m.  (4:00  to  6:00  p.m.)  peak  periods.  Table  4,  p.  1 14  in  the  Impacts  subsection,  presents 
existing  pedestrian  conditions  at  the  study  locations  during  the  midday  and  p.m.  peak  hour. 
Pedestrian  volumes  are  generally  higher  during  the  p.m.  peak  hour  than  the  midday  peak  hour, 
and  there  are  more  pedestrians  on  Mission  and  Fremont  Streets  than  on  Beale  Street.  Pedestrian 
levels  of  service  conditions  are  all  LOS  D  or  better,  with  the  exception  of  the  Fremont  Street 
analysis  location.  A  Muni  bus  shelter  reduces  the  sidewalk  width  fi-om  1 5  feet  to  8  feet.  During 
the  p.m.  peak  hour,  this  section  of  sidewalk  operates  at  LOS  E  under  "platoon"  conditions,  which 
represents  conditions  when  pedestrians  walk  together  in  a  group. 

During  the  morning  commute  period,  carpool  vehicles  exiting  the  Bay  Bridge  using  the  Fremont 
Street  off-ramp  unload  their  passengers  at  the  intersection  of  Fremont  and  Howard  Streets.  The 
number  of  carpool  passengers  disembarking  during  the  morning  commute  period  results  in  heavy 
pedestrian  flows  in  the  northbound  direction  on  both  sides  of  Fremont  Street.  These  carpool 
passengers,  as  well  as  pedestrians  exiting  the  Transbay  Terminal  and  crossing  at  the  midblock 
crosswalk,  result  in  higher  pedestrian  volumes  on  the  Fremont  Street  sidewalk  adjacent  to  the 
project  site  than  during  the  midday  or  p.m.  peak  hour.  Field  observations  of  pedestrian  flows 
during  the  morning  commute  period  did  not  indicate  major  conflicts  or  constrained  conditions, 
however. 

The  Downtown  Plan,  an  Area  Plan  of  the  San  Francisco  General  Plan,  identifies  segments  of 
downtown  streets  and  alleys  where  varying  degrees  of  priority  should  be  given  to  pedestrian  use. 
The  project  site  fi"onts  along  a  stretch  of  Beale  Street  that  is  designated  in  the  Pedestrian  Network 
Classification  of  Elements  in  the  Downtown  Plan  as  a  Second  Level  Street.^  Second  Level 
Streets  "are  designated  as  significant  pedestrian  paths  between  important  destinations."  Second 


^  Downtown  Plan,  as  amended  by  Planning  Commission  Resolution  13909,  adopted  on  July  13, 
1995,  in  the  amended  section  on  Pedestrian  Network  Classification  of  Elements  identifying  five  types  of 
pedestrian  streets,  and  amended  Map  7,  Proposed  Pedestrian  Network  Downtown  District. 
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Level  Streets  generally  have  wider  sidewalks  than  typical  in  Downtown,  facilitating  more 
pedestrian  amenities  such  as  sidewalk  paving  variation,  benches,  bicycle  racks,  sidewalk  cafes 
and  kiosks,  as  well  as  the  street  trees,  trash  cans  and  informational  signage  that  would  be  standard 
street  furniture  for  Base  Case  Streets  in  downtown.  The  project  site  fronts  along  a  section  of 
Mission  Street  that  is  designated  as  a  Special  Level  Street.  These  streets  are  destination  streets 
that  would  have  additional  improvements  such  as  banners,  upper-level  awnings,  flower  stands 
and  sidewalk  widenings  that  do  not  appear  elsewhere  in  Downtown. 

BICYCLES 

In  the  vicinity  of  the  project  site,  Howard  Street,  Folsom  Street,  Market  Street,  The  Embarcadero 
and  Second  Street  are  designated  Citywide  Bicycle  Routes.  Route  #1 1  runs  in  both  directions  on 
Second  Street  and  is  a  Class  III  facility  (signed  route  only)  between  Market  and  King  Streets. 
Route  #5  runs  in  both  directions  along  The  Embarcadero  and  is  a  Class  II  facility  (signed  route 
with  bicycle  lane).  Route  #50  runs  in  both  directions  along  Market  Street  and  is  a  Class  III 
facility  (signed  route  only).  Route  #30  runs  eastbound  along  Folsom  Street  and  westbound  along 
Howard  Street.  Route  #30  on  Folsom  Street  is  Class  II  (signed  route  with  bicycle  lane),  and  the 
route  on  Howard  Street  is  Class  III  (signed  route  only).  On  January  7,  2002,  the  San  Francisco 
Board  of  Supervisors  approved  the  striping  of  Howard  Street  between  Fifth  and  Eleventh  Streets 
to  provide  a  bicycle  lane  on  the  north  side  of  the  street.  Planning  for  a  bicycle  lane  on  the  section 
of  Howard  Street  between  First  and  Fifth  Streets  is  currently  underway. 

During  weekday  midday  and  evening  field  surveys,  a  moderate  number  of  bicyclists  (10  to  20  per 
hour)  were  observed  to  be  riding  in  the  vicinity  of  the  project,  primarily  on  Mission  Street,  which 
is  not  a  designated  bicycle  route.  Conflicts  between  bicyclists,  pedestrians  and  vehicles  were 
observed  at  the  intersection  of  Mission  and  Fremont  Streets.  Most  bicyclists  were  either  heading 
west  on  Mission  Street  or  turning  right  onto  Fremont  Street  from  Mission  Street  westbound. 
Bicyclists  traveling  west  on  Mission  Street  or  turning  right  fi-om  Fremont  Street  occasionally 
conflict  with  pedestrians  crossing  Fremont  Street  or  motorists  turning  left  or  right  from  Fremont 
Street.  Overall,  existing  bicycle  operating  conditions  are  acceptable. 
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IMPACTS 

SIGNIFICANCE  CRITERIA 

The  San  Francisco  Planning  Department  has  established  significance  criteria  to  assess 
transportation  impacts  associated  with  a  project. 

Intersections 

In  San  Francisco,  the  threshold  for  a  significant  adverse  impact  on  traffic  has  been  established  as 
a  deterioration  in  the  level  of  service  (LOS)  at  a  signalized  intersection  from  LOS  D  or  better  to 
LOS  E  or  F,  or  from  LOS  E  to  LOS  F.  For  an  intersection  that  operates  at  LOS  E  or  F  in  the 
existing  conditions,  there  may  be  a  significant  adverse  impact  depending  upon  the  magnitude  of 
the  project's  contribution  to  the  worsening  of  delay.  In  addition,  a  project  would  have  a 
significant  adverse  effect  if  it  would  cause  major  traffic  hazards,  or  would  contribute  considerably 
to  cumulative  traffic  increases  that  would  cause  the  LOS  to  deteriorate  to  unacceptable  levels 
(i.e.,  to  LOS  E  or  F). 

Transit 

The  project  would  have  a  significant  effect  on  the  environment  if  it  would  cause  a  substantial 
increase  in  transit  demand  that  could  not  be  accommodated  by  the  available  transit  capacity, 
resulting  in  unacceptable  levels  of  transit  service;  or  cause  a  substantial  increase  in  operating 
costs  such  that  significant  adverse  impacts  in  transit  service  levels  could  result.  With  the  Muni 
and  regional  transit  screenlines  analyses,  the  project  would  have  a  significant  effect  on  the  transit 
provider  if  project-related  transit  trips  would  cause  the  capacity  utilization  standard  to  be 
exceeded  during  the  weekday  p.m.  peak  hour. 

Parking 

Parking  supply  is  not  considered  to  be  a  part  of  the  permanent  physical  environment  in  San 
Francisco.^  Parking  conditions  are  not  static  conditions,  as  parking  supply  and  demand  varies 


^  Under  Califomia  Public  Resources  Code,  Section  21060.5,  "environment"  can  be  defined  as  "the 
physical  conditions  which  exist  within  the  area  which  will  be  affected  by  a  proposed  project,  including 
land,  air,  water,  minerals,  flora,  fauna,  noise  and  objects  of  historic  or  aesthetic  significance." 
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from  day  to  night,  from  day  to  day,  month  to  month,  etc.  Hence,  the  availability  of  parking 
spaces  (or  lack  thereof)  is  not  a  permanent  physical  condition,  but  changes  over  time  as  people 
change  their  modes  and  patterns  of  travel.  Therefore,  parking  deficits  in  and  of  themselves  are 
considered  to  be  social  effects,  rather  than  impacts  on  the  physical  environment,  as  defined  by 
CEQA. 

Parking  deficits  may  be  associated  with  secondary  physical  environmental  impacts,  such  as 
increased  traffic  congestion  at  intersections,  air  quality  or  noise  effects  caused  by  congestion. 
However,  in  the  experience  of  San  Francisco  transportation  planners,  the  absence  of  a  ready 
supply  of  parking  spaces,  combined  with  available  alternatives  to  auto  fravel  (e.g.,  transit,  taxis, 
bicycles  or  walking)  and  the  relatively  dense  patterns  of  urban  development,  may  induce  drivers 
to  seek  and  find  alternate  parking  facilities,  shift  to  other  modes  of  travel  or  change  their  overall 
travel  habits.  Resulting  shifts  to  public  transit,  in  particular,  would  be  in  keeping  with  the  City's 
transit  first  policy  and  also  contribute  to  reductions  in  any  less-than-significant  secondary  impacts 
from  parking  shortfalls. 

Additionally,  regarding  potential  secondary  effects,  autos  circling  and  looking  for  a  parking  space 
in  areas  of  limited  parking  supply  is  typically  a  temporary  condition,  often  offset  by  a  reduction 
in  vehicle  trips  by  others  who  are  aware  of  constrained  parking  conditions  in  an  area.  Hence,  any 
secondary  environmental  impacts  which  may  result  from  a  shortfall  in  parking  in  the  vicinity  of 
the  project  would  likely  be  minor  and  difficult  to  predict  in  relationship  to  any  specific 
intersection. 

Thus,  a  parking  shortage  is  not  considered  to  be  a  permanent  physical  condition  and  is  also  not 
considered  to  be  a  physical  environmental  impact  even  though  it  is  understood  to  be  an 
inconvenience  to  drivers.  Therefore,  the  creation  of,  or  an  increase  in,  parking  demand  that 
cannot  be  met  by  existing  or  proposed  parking  facilities  would  not  itself  be  considered  a 
significant  environmental  effect  under  CEQA.  In  the  absence  of  such  physical  environmental 
impacts,  CEQA  does  not  require  environmental  documents  to  propose  mitigation  measures  solely 
because  a  project  is  expected  to  generate  parking  shortfalls. 

Pedestrians 

The  project  would  have  a  significant  effect  on  the  environment  if  it  would  result  in  substantial 
overcrowding  on  public  sidewalks,  create  potentially  hazardous  conditions  for  pedestrians,  or 
otherwise  interfere  with  pedestrian  accessibility  to  the  site  and  adjoining  areas. 
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Bicycles 

The  project  would  have  a  significant  effect  on  the  environment  if  it  would  create  potentially 
hazardous  conditions  for  bicyclists  or  otherwise  substantially  interfere  with  bicycle  accessibility 
to  the  site  and  adjoining  areas. 

Construction 

Construction-related  impacts  generally  would  not  be  considered  significant  due  to  their  temporary 
and  limited  duration. 

ANALYSIS  METHODOLOGY 

Project  Travel  Demand 

To  estimate  the  number  of  new  person  trips  that  would  be  generated  by  the  project,  trip 
generation  rates  were  applied  to  each  land  use  calculated  on  a  weekday  daily  and  p.m.  peak  hour 
basis.  These  person  trips  were  distributed  to  eight  geographical  areas,  including  the  four 
quadrants  of  San  Francisco,  the  East  Bay,  the  North  Bay,  the  South  Bay,  and  outside  the  area,  and 
were  assigned  to  the  various  available  travel  modes  (including  auto,  transit,  walk  and  other 
modes).  Both  the  distribution  and  the  choice  of  travel  mode  (mode  split)  of  the  trips  were  based 
upon  the  type  of  land  use  and  the  purpose  of  the  trip,  plus  the  geographic  distribution  of  residents 
and  employment  in  the  Bay  Area  and  the  availability  of  the  various  travel  modes.  The  number  of 
vehicle  trips  generated  by  the  project  was  determined  from  the  auto  person  trips  and  an  average 
vehicle  occupancy. 

Person-trip  generation  for  the  residential  and  retail  land  uses  was  based  on  rates  compiled  by  the 
San  Francisco  Planning  Department  and  published  in  the  Interim  Transportation  Impact  Analysis 
Guidelines,  January  2000  {SF  Guidelines).  The  SF  Guidelines  does  not  have  a  separate  land  use 
category  for  "extended-stay"  hotels;  therefore,  information  on  standard  hotels  was  used.  Due  to 
their  nature,  extended-stay  hotels  are  expected  to  have  lower  activity  levels  than  standard  hotels, 
since  they  typically  only  have  one  guest  per  room  and  target  business  travelers,  rather  than 
tourists.  Tour  buses  would  not  be  expected  to  be  used  by  guests  at  the  extended-stay  hotel.  In 
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addition,  it  is  anticipated  that  these  guests  would  use  private  automobiles  less  often  and  walk  or 
use  transit  and  taxis  more  often  than  guests  of  a  standard  hotel.  Therefore,  the  analysis  contained 
in  this  report  represents  a  conservative  analysis  of  the  travel  demand  associated  with  the  project. 

The  proposed  project  uses  would  generate  approximately  7,727  person  trips  on  a  weekday  daily 
basis  and  969  person  trips  during  the  p.m.  peak  hour.  Table  2  presents  the  person  trips  and 
vehicle  trips  generated  by  the  project  during  the  p.m.  peak  hour.  Since  the  project  would 
eliminate  the  restaurant  and  office  uses  in  the  existing  buildings  on  the  project  site,  field  surveys 
were  conducted  to  determine  the  travel  demand  associated  with  these  uses,  and  the  existing  trips 
were  subtracted  from  the  project-generated  trips.  The  resulting  net  new  person  and  vehicle  trips 
during  the  p.m.  peak  hour  are  presented  in  Table  2.  During  the  weekday  p.m.  peak  hour,  the 
project  would  result  in  about  876  net  new  person  trips  and  179  net  new  vehicle  trips.  About  50 
percent  of  the  trips  would  be  inbound  to  the  project  site  and  50  percent  would  be  outbound  from 
the  project  site. 

Table  2:  Project  Trip  Generation  by  Mode  -  Weekday  P.M.  Peak  Hour 


Land  Use  Person-Trips  Vehicle 

Trips 


Auto 

Transit 

Walk/Other' 

Total 

Residential 

125 

60 

308 

493 

104 

Hotel 

26 

36 

17 

79 

18 

Office 

67 

117 

18 

202 

50 

Retail 

18 

11 

35 

64 

10 

Restaurant 

37 

22 

72 

131 

20 

Total 

273 

246 

450 

969 

202 

Existing  Uses 

31 

54 

8 

93 

23 

Net  New  Trips 

242 

192 

442 

876 

179 

Note:  '  "Other"  mode  includes  bicycles,  motorcycles  and  taxis.  

Source:  SF  Guidelines;  1990  U.S.  Census;  Wilbur  Smith  Associates,  January  2003. 


Overall,  approximately  60  percent  of  the  person  trips  would  travel  within  San  Francisco.  About 
40  percent  of  the  person  trips  would  travel  to  and  from  locations  outside  San  Francisco,  with  14 
percent  to  and  from  the  East  Bay,  1 0  percent  to  and  from  the  South  Bay,  5  percent  to  and  from 
the  North  Bay,  and  1 1  percent  outside  the  region. 
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Parking  demand  generated  by  the  project  was  separated  into  long-term  (typically  residential  and 
employee  parking)  and  short-term  demand  (typically  visitor  and  patron  parking).  For  the 
residential  units,  the  long-term  demand  is  based  on  the  number  and  size  of  the  units.  For  the 
office,  retail  and  restaurant  uses,  the  long-term  demand  is  based  on  the  number  of  employees  and 
the  average  auto  mode  split  and  average  vehicle  occupancy  rates;  the  short-term  demand  is  based 
on  the  number  of  total  daily  visitors  by  auto  and  an  average  turnover  rate.  The  residential  uses 
would  generate  a  demand  for  about  424  spaces,  the  hotel  would  generate  a  demand  for  about  41 
spaces,  the  office  would  generate  a  demand  for  about  148  spaces,  and  the  restaurant  and  retail 
uses  would  generate  a  total  parking  demand  for  about  29  spaces. 

Delivery /service-vehicle  trip  generation  and  demand  for  loading  spaces  for  the  project  were 
estimated  based  on  the  methodology  and  assumptions  provided  in  the  SF  Guidelines.  In  total,  the 
project  would  generate  about  76  daily  delivery/service-vehicle  trips.  The  project  would  have  a 
demand  for  about  five  loading  docks  during  the  peak  hour  of  loading  activities  and  four  loading 
docks  during  the  average  hour  of  loading  activities.  It  is  anticipated  that  most  of  the 
delivery/service-vehicles  that  would  be  generated  by  the  project  would  consist  of  small  trucks  and 
vans,  with  most  of  the  activity  occurring  between  10:00  a.m.  and  1:00  p.m. 

EXISTING-PLUS-PROJECT  CONDITIONS 

Traffic  Impacts 

The  project  would  generate  about  88  inbound  and  91  outbound  net  new  vehicle  trips  during  the 
weekday  p.m.  peak  hour.  These  trips  were  distributed  to  the  local  and  regional  roadway  network 
based  on  the  origin/destination  of  each  trip  (from  the  trip  distribution  rates),  the  street  directions 
and  the  project  driveways.  Under  Existing-plus-Project  conditions,  as  shown  in  Table  3,  five  of 
the  six  study  intersections  would  continue  to  operate  at  the  same  service  levels  as  under  Existing 
conditions,  while  the  intersection  of  Mission  and  Beale  Streets  would  change  from  LOS  B  to  LOS 
C.  All  study  intersections  would  operate  at  LOS  C  or  better. 

The  project  would  add  traffic  to  existing  queues  of  vehicles  during  the  red  phase  at  the  signalized 
intersections.  During  the  p.m.  peak  hour,  there  is  a  heavy  southbound  right-turn  volume  from 
Beale  Street  to  Howard  Street,  which  typically  does  not  extend  north  of  the  Transbay  Terminal 
ramps.  Vehicles  exiting  the  project  driveway  and  continuing  south  on  Beale  Street  would  have 


Final  EIR/ July  31, 2003 


107 


301  Mission  Street  /  2001.0792E 


III.  Environmental  Setting  and  Impacts 
D.  Transportation 


Table  3:  Intersection  Levels  of  Service  -  Weekday  P.M.  Peak  Hour 


Intersection  Existing  Existing  plus       2020  Cumulative 

Project 


Delay 

LOS 

Delay 

LOS 

Delay 

LOS 

Fremont/Market 

15.2 

C 

16.2 

C 

34.4 

D 

Fremont/Mission 

21.8 

c 

24.6 

c 

30.5 

D 

Fremont/Howard 

20.1 

c 

21.1 

c 

42.4 

E 

Fremont/Folsom 

7.7 

B 

7.8 

B 

26.8 

D 

Beale/Mission 

14.9 

B 

16.7 

C 

33.0 

D 

Beale/Howard 

16.2^ 

C 

17.6 

C 

>60 

F 

Notes: 

Delay  presented  in  seconds  per  vehicle.  

Source:  Wilbur  Smith  Associates,  April  2002,  and  January  2003. 


sufficient  distance  to  merge  into  the  middle  shared  through-right  lane,  as  the  majority  of  the 
project-generated  vehicles  are  expected  to  continue  south  on  Beale  Street.  The  existing  evening 
commute  period  carpool  pickup  occurring  on  the  east  side  of  Beale  Street  between  Howard  and 
Folsom  Streets  would  not  be  affected  by  project-generated  vehicles  on  Beale  Street. 

During  the  morning  commute  period  there  is  extensive  passenger  drop-off  activity  related  to  the 
transbay  casual  carpools.  The  majority  of  this  activity  occurs  at  the  intersection  of  Fremont  and 
Howard  Streets,  but  drop-offs  also  occur  along  the  east  curb  of  Fremont  Street  between  Howard 
and  Market  Streets.  Vehicles  destined  to  and  from  the  project  using  the  Fremont  Street  driveway 
would  not  interfere  with  these  drop-off  operations. 

To  accommodate  the  proposed  project  driveway  on  Fremont  Street,  the  existing  midblock 
pedestrian  crosswalk  across  Fremont  Street  from  the  project  site  to  the  Transbay  Terminal  would 
need  to  be  eliminated,  or  relocated  as  part  of  the  Transbay  Terminal  project.  If  eliminated, 
pedestrians  would  need  to  use  the  crosswalk  at  the  intersection  of  Fremont  and  Mission  Streets. 
The  existing  midblock  traffic  signal,  which  is  used  to  facilitate  Muni  buses  exiting  the  Transbay 
Terminal  loop,  would  remain.  With  the  proposed  Transbay  Terminal  project,  the  midblock  traffic 
signal  and  pedestrian  crosswalk  are  proposed  to  be  relocated  south  to  Natoma  Sfreet  (see  the 
second  bullet  item  in  "Relationship  to  Proposed  Transbay  Terminal  and  Caltrain  Extension"  on 
p.  123). 


Final  EIR/ July  31,  2003 


108 


301  Mission  Street  /  2001 .0792E 


III.  Environmental  Setting  and  Impacts 
D.  Transportation 


Drivers  exiting  the  project  driveway  at  Fremont  Street  would  need  to  yield  to  upstream 
northbound  traffic,  as  well  as  buses  exiting  the  Transbay  Terminal  loop,  across  the  street  and 
slightly  downstream  from  the  project  driveway.  Drivers  exiting  the  project  driveway  would  be 
able  to  see  whether  the  northbound  traffic  has  a  green  phase  or  red  phase  at  the  midblock  signal, 
as  the  overhead  signal  is  located  at  the  northern  end  of  the  proposed  project  driveway.  However, 
drivers  exiting  the  project  driveway  would  not  be  able  to  see  what  the  signal  indication  is  for 
buses.  Project  vehicles  would  access  Fremont  Street  during  the  red  phase  of  this  midblock  signal 
as  well  as  during  the  green  phase  when  there  are  gaps  in  the  traffic  flow.  Field  observations 
during  the  a.m.  and  p.m.  peak  periods  indicate  that  there  are  sufficient  gaps  in  the  northbound 
traffic  flow,  due  to  offsets  in  signal  timing  along  Fremont  Street  and  the  midblock  signal,  for 
vehicles  to  exit  the  driveway. 

Due  to  the  low  traffic  volumes  exiting  the  Fremont  Street  driveway  (about  40  vehicles  during  the 
p.m.  peak  hour),  it  is  not  anticipated  that  a  separate  traffic  signal  would  be  required  for  the 
driveway.  As  part  of  the  proposed  project,  the  project  sponsor  would  request  the  Department  of 
Parking  and  Traffic  to  install  a  flashing  red  light  across  from  the  project  driveway  (at  project 
sponsor's  expense)  advising  motorists  exiting  the  driveway  to  yield  to  traffic,  including  buses,  on 
Fremont  Street.  In  addition,  signage  indicating  "Yield  to  Buses"  would  be  placed  at  the  project 
driveways  on  both  Beale  and  Fremont  Streets. 

In  summary,  the  proposed  project  would  not  cause  LOS  at  study  intersections  to  operate  below  an 
acceptable  LOS  C,  and  would  not  substantially  interfere  with  bus  operations  or  carpool 
operations  on  Fremont  and  Beale  Streets.  Therefore,  the  project  would  not  cause  significant 
traffic  impacts. 

Transit  Impacts 

The  project  would  generate  about  62  inbound  and  130  outbound  net  new  transit  trips  during  the 
weekday  p.m.  peak  hour.  The  outbound  transit  trips  were  assigned  to  the  Muni  and  regional 
transit  screenlines  based  on  the  destination  of  each  trip  and  the  existing  distribution  of  trips  within 
the  screenlines.  Of  the  130  outbound  trips,  about  75  would  cross  Muni  screenlines  and  about  45 
would  cross  regional  screenlines.  The  remaining  1 0  would  reach  their  destinations  before 
crossing  any  screenlines.  Of  the  regional  trips,  30  were  assigned  to  the  East  Bay,  5  to  the  North 
Bay,  and  10  to  the  South  Bay  in  the  weekday  p.m.  peak  hour. 


Final  EIR/July  31,  2003 


109 


301  Mission  Street  /  2001.0792E 


III.  Environmental  Setting  and  Impacts 
D.  Transportation 


Under  Existing-plus-Project  conditions,  the  four  Muni  screenlines  and  the  three  regional  transit 
screenlines  would  continue  to  operate  within  their  respective  capacity  utilization  and  load  factor 
standards.  In  the  immediate  vicinity  of  the  project  site,  transit  lines  generally  have  available 
capacity  during  the  weekday  p.m.  peak  hour  that  would  accommodate  inbound  and  outbound 
transit  trips  from  the  proposed  project.  The  new  inbound  transit  trips  generated  to  the  project  site 
would  not  substantially  affect  transit  service  in  the  inbound  direction. 

It  is  anticipated  that  vehicles  entering  and  exiting  the  project  driveways  would  not  conflict  with 
current  bus  operations.  On  Fremont  Street,  which  runs  one-way  in  the  northbound  direction,  the 
east  curb  lane  is  a  right-tum-only  lane  and  contains  bus  stops  for  seven  Golden  Gate  Transit 
commuter  service  bus  lines,  the  Muni  1 0-Townsend,  and  the  Muni  76-Marin  Headlands  (Sundays 
only).  The  project  driveway  would  be  at  and  south  of  the  existing  location  of  the  mid-block 
crosswalk  (which  would  be  eliminated  or  relocated  as  part  of  the  proposed  Transbay  Terminal 
project,  as  discussed  below),  and  would  not  affect  the  adjacent  Golden  Gate  Transit  and  Muni  bus 
stops.  Some  Golden  Gate  Transit  buses  currently  encroach  into  the  pedestrian  crosswalk;  if  this 
were  to  continue  after  project  completion,  the  buses  could  occasionally  temporarily  block  the 
project  driveway. 

As  indicated  in  the  previous  section,  vehicles  exiting  the  proposed  project  driveway  onto  Fremont 
Street  would  be  required  to  yield  to  upstream  traffic  (from  the  south)  and  downstream  buses  (to 
the  north)  exiting  the  Transbay  Terminal  loop  as  the  loop  is  presently  configured.  Field 
observations  indicate  that  sufficient  gaps  do  exist  in  the  northbound  traffic  flow  for  vehicles  to 
exit  the  proposed  project  driveway  without  impacting  buses  leaving  the  Transbay  Terminal  loop. 
The  existing  midblock  signal  is  proposed  to  be  modified  to  install  a  flashing  red  light  across  from 
the  Fremont  Street  project  driveway-,  and  signage  indicating  "Yield  to  Buses"  would  be  placed  at 
the  project  driveways  on  both  Beale  and  Fremont  Sfreets. 

Currently,  Muni  trolley  coaches  operate  on  Fremont,  Mission  and  Beale  Sfreets  and  support  poles 
are  located  on  Fremont  and  Beale  Streets,  with  overhead  wires  attached  via  eyebolts  to  the 
existing  301  Mission  Street  building.  The  project  may  be  required  to  allow  Muni  to  install 
eyebolts  in  the  building  to  support  the  overhead  wire  system. 

Parking 

The  San  Francisco  Planning  Code  does  not  require  provision  of  off-street  parking  for  any  land 
use  except  dwelling  units  in  the  C-3  Districts,  where  the  project  is  located  (see  Planning  Code 
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Section  161c);  the  requirement  is  one  space  per  four  residential  units,  or  1:4,  in  the  C-3  Districts. 
Commuter  parking  is  discouraged  for  non-residential  uses;  parking  is  allowed  at  up  to  7  percent 
of  the  gross  floor  area  of  commercial  uses  as  an  accessory  use  (see  Planning  Code  Section  204.5). 
The  project  would  be  required  to  provide  80  off-street  parking  spaces  (320  ^  4)  for  the  residential 
units.  Under  Planning  Code  Section  204.5,  accessory  parking  associated  with  the  residential  use 
equivalent  to  150  percent  of  the  required  supply,  or  120  spaces  could  be  allowed  without  special 
authorization.  Accessory  parking  for  the  non-residential  component  is  proposed  at  7  percent  of 
the  remaining  400,000  gsf,  or  an  additional  80  spaces."*  The  combined  allowable  required  and 
accessory  parking  would  total  200  parking  spaces.  Overall,  the  project  would  provide  400 
parking  spaces,  exceeding  the  Code  requirement  of  80  spaces.^  Of  the  400  spaces,  320  spaces 
would  be  dedicated  to  residential  parking  and  80  would  be  available  for  employees  and  patrons  of 
the  office,  hotel,  and  retail/restaurant  uses.  The  project  sponsor  has  applied  for  a  Conditional  Use 
authorization  for  parking  in  excess  of  150  percent  of  required  residential  parking.  The  project 
would  provide  16  handicap-accessible  parking  spaces,  as  required,  within  the  total  of  400  parking 
spaces. 

The  project  would  generate  a  parking  demand  of  about  424  spaces  for  residents,  41  spaces  for 
overnight  hotel  guests,  134  spaces  of  long-term  parking  for  hotel/office/retail/restaurant 
employees,  and  43  spaces  of  short-term  parking  for  office/retail/restaurant  visitors,  for  a  total  of 
about  642  spaces.  The  calculated  parking  demand  was  further  broken  down  for  weekday  midday 
and  weekday  evening  conditions,  and  compared  to  the  proposed  supply. 

During  the  midday,  the  long-term  and  short-term  parking  demand  generated  by  the  hotel/ 
office/retail/restaurant  uses  would  be  188  spaces  (145-space  demand  for  long-term  parking  from 
employees,  plus  43 -space  short-term  parking  demand  from  visitors).  The  weekday  midday 
residential  parking  demand  was  estimated  to  be  about  80  percent  of  the  total  residential  demand 
of  424  spaces,  or  about  339  spaces,  and  the  weekday  midday  hotel  guest  parking  demand  was 
estimated  to  be  about  80  percent  of  the  overnight  hotel  demand  of  30  spaces,  or  about  24  spaces.^ 
The  188-space  midday  parking  demand  generated  by  the  hotel/office/retail/restaurant  uses  and  the 
midday  hotel  guest  demand  of  24  spaces  (212  spaces  total)  could  not  be  accommodated  within 

■*  The  number  of  commercial  accessory  parking  spaces  was  calculated  as  follows:  400,000  gsf  x 
0.07  =  28,000  /  350  sf  per  space  =  80  spaces.  These  spaces  also  could  be  used  for  overflow  residential 
parking. 

^  Planning  Code  Sections  223,  204.5,  and  157. 

^  Institute  of  Transportation  Engineers,  "Shared  Parking  Planning  Guidelines,"  August  1995. 
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the  80  parking  spaces  proposed  for  these  uses  in  the  project  parking  garage.  During  the  midday, 
these  uses  would  have  a  shortfall  of  132  spaces. 

In  addition,  the  339-space  midday  residential  parking  demand  would  exceed  the  320  spaces 
dedicated  to  residential  uses,  and  therefore  a  portion  of  the  residential  demand  would  need  to  be 
accommodated  in  on-street  spaces  or  in  other  public  off-street  parking  facilities,  or  by  a  change  in 
travel  modes.  The  residential  component  would  have  a  shortfall  of  between  about  19  and  104 
parking  spaces,  depending  on  where  residents  were  able  to  secure  parking. 

Overall,  the  project  would  have  a  midday  shortfall  of  approximately  151  to  236  spaces.  With  this 
range  of  shortfall,  off-street  parking  occupancy  in  the  study  area  would  increase  from  80  percent 
to  about  86  percent  of  capacity.  Parking  facilities  are  considered  to  be  at  capacity  when  about  90 
to  95  percent  of  the  spaces  are  full,  because  at  these  levels  drivers  must  circulate  throughout  the 
facility  to  locate  a  vacant  space.  Thus,  with  off-street  parking  at  86  percent  of  capacity  during 
certain  peak  times,  there  would  be  sufficient  off-street  available  parking  supply  in  the  study  area 
to  accommodate  the  proposed  project's  parking  demand.  Some  building  users  would  be  likely  to 
park  further  from  their  destination  or  change  travel  modes.  Given  the  project's  high  transit 
accessibility,  some  building  users  may  switch  from  drive  to  transit  modes  and  be  dispersed  over 
the  many  transit  lines  in  the  near  vicinity. 

The  evening  parking  demand  would  consist  of  the  residential  parking  demand  of  424  spaces,  as 
well  as  the  overnight  hotel  demand  of  41  spaces.  During  the  evening,  it  is  anticipated  that  the 
parking  demand  associated  with  the  hotel  employees  and  the  office  and  retail/restaurant  uses 
would  be  minimal,  and  would  be  accommodated  within  the  project  garage.  The  41 -space  parking 
demand  generated  by  the  hotel  guests  could  be  accommodated  in  the  project  garage.  The 
residential  parking  demand  of  about  424  spaces  could  not  be  accommodated  in  the  residential 
parking  supply  of  320  spaces,  resulting  in  a  shortfall  of  about  104  spaces.  During  the  evening 
hours,  both  on-street  and  off-street  parking  facilities  in  the  vicinity  of  the  project  site  currently 
have  spaces  available.  Any  residential  parking  demand  not  accommodated  at  the  project  site 
could  be  accommodated  at  nearby  off-street  facilities;  the  existing  17  percent  area-wide  overnight 
parking  occupancy  rate  would  increase,  but  not  to  a  degree  that  would  make  spaces  difficult  to 
find.  A  portion  of  the  shortfall  could  also  be  accommodated,  at  night  only,  in  the  non-residential 
accessory  parking  spaces. 
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In  summary,  the  project  parking  shortfall  of  104  to  236  spaces  could  be  accommodated  within  the 
parking  study  area  near  the  project  site.  Thus,  the  project  would  not  result  in  significant  primary 
or  secondary  parking  impacts  resulting  from  the  parking  shortfall. 

Pedestrian  Impacts 

Pedestrian  trips  generated  by  the  project  would  include  walk  trips  to  and  from  the  project,  plus 
walk  trips  to  and  from  the  local  and  regional  transit  operators  and  walk  trips  to  and  from  nearby 
parking  facilities.  Overall,  the  project  would  add  about  634  net  new  pedestrian  trips  (442 
walk/other  trips  and  192  fransit  trips)  to  the  surrounding  streets  during  the  weekday  p.m.  peak 
hour.  For  purposes  of  the  pedestrian  analysis  of  midday  conditions,  it  was  assumed  that  a  similar 
number  of  pedestrian  trips  would  be  generated  by  the  project  during  the  midday  peak  hour. 

Table  4  presents  the  results  of  the  sidewalk  analysis.  With  the  project,  all  sidewalk  study 
locations  would  operate  at  LOS  D  or  better,  including  the  Fremont  Street  location  which  currently 
operates  at  LOS  E  during  the  p.m.  peak  hour.  The  sidewalk  on  Fremont  Street  would  be  widened 
from  15  feet  to  about  24  feet  by  a  building  setback  at  the  comer  of  Fremont  and  Mission  Streets. 
This  area  is  the  most  constrained  pedestrian  location  along  the  Fremont  Sfreet  frontage,  with  an 
effective  width  of  four  feet  after  accounting  for  the  bus  shelter.  Widening  it  from  an  effective 
width  of  4  feet  to  11  feet,  as  proposed  by  the  project,  would  provide  additional  walking  space 
there,  increasing  the  effective  sidewalk  width  adjacent  to  the  existing  bus  shelter  and  at  the 
Mission  and  Fremont  Streets  comer.  This  wider  sidewalk  would  improve  existing  pedestrian 
LOS  from  E  to  D  and  would  reduce  conflicts  between  pedestrians  and  bus  patrons  waiting  for 
Muni  and  Golden  Gate  Transit  buses.  Thus,  project-generated  pedestrian  travel  would  not  cause 
significant  impacts  on  adjacent  sidewalks. 

The  project  would  increase  the  number  of  pedestrian  trips  on  study  area  sidewalks,  as  well  as  the 
number  of  vehicles  crossing  the  sidewalk  at  the  project  driveways  on  Fremont  and  Beale  Streets. 
As  pedestrian  and  vehicle  volumes  increase,  the  potential  for  vehicle/pedestrian  conflicts  at  the 
driveways  would  increase,  and  would  result  in  increased  delays  to  both  pedestrians  and  vehicles. 
These  delays  would  be  typical  of  those  found  in  the  City's  urban  environment.  They  would  not 
be  substantial  and  would  not  result  in  significant  environmental  impacts. 
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Table  4:  Pedestrian  Levels  of  Service  on  Adjacent  Sidewalks  -  Existing-plus-Project 
(Weekday  Midday  and  P.M.  Peak  Hour  Conditions) 


Peak  Hour/Sidewalk  Location  Existing  Existing  plus  Project 

p/m/f  LOS  p/m/f  LOS 

Midday  Peak  Hour 

Mission^  4.1  C  7.0  D 

Fremont^  9.2  D  5.8  C 

Beale'  5.4  C  6.4  C 
PM  Peak  Hour 

Mission^  4.2  C  7.1  D 

Fremont^  11.6  E  6.8  D 

Beale'  5.6  C  6.7  D 

Notes: 

'  p/m/f  =  pedestrians  per  minute  per  foot. 

^  Mission  Street  sidewallc  width  is  15  feet,  and  tlie  effective  width  calculated  as  10  feet. 

^  Fremont  Street  sidewalk  width  is  8  feet  at  the  most  restrictive  point,  and  the  effective  width  is  calculated  as  4 
feet.  On  other  parts  of  the  Fremont  Street  sidewalk  adjacent  to  the  site  the  effective  width  is  1 1  feet.  Under 
Existing-plus-Project  conditions,  the  project  building  would  be  set  back  at  the  most  restrictive  point,  and  the 
effective  sidewalk  width  therefore  would  increase  to  1 1  feet. 

Beale  Street  sidewalk  width  is  1 0  feet  at  the  most  restrictive  point,  and  the  effective  width  is  calculated  as  6 

 feet.  At  other  points  adjacent  to  the  project  site  the  effective  width  is  19  feet;  south  of  the  site  it  is  6  feet.  

Source:  Wilbur  Smith  Associates,  April  2002  and  January  2003. 

There  currently  is  a  midblock  traffic  signal  and  pedestrian  crosswalk  across  Fremont  Street.  With 
construction  of  the  project,  the  traffic  signal  would  remain  to  control  traffic  for  buses  exiting 
from  the  Transbay  Terminal  loop;  however,  to  allow  for  the  project  driveway,  the  crosswalk 
would  need  to  be  eliminated,  or  relocated.  If  the  crosswalk  were  eliminated,  pedestrians  would 
need  to  use  the  crosswalk  at  the  intersection  of  Fremont/Mission  Streets.  It  is  not  anticipated  that 
the  addition  of  the  pedestrians  currently  using  the  midblock  crosswalk  would  substantially  affect 
the  operations  of  the  crosswalks  at  the  intersection  of  Fremont  and  Mission  Streets. 

The  existing  pedestrian  bridge  crossing  Beale  Street  south  of  the  Mission  Street  intersection  was 
installed  as  part  of  construction  of  the  201  Mission  Street  building.  It  provided  a  safe  means  for 
pedestrians  to  cross  when  a  freeway  on-ramp  was  located  at  the  Beale  and  Mission  Streets 
intersection.  The  ramp  and  freeway  segment  were  removed  after  the  1989  Loma  Prieta 
earthquake,  and  the  Mission  and  Beale  Streets  intersection  no  longer  carries  the  same  large 
volumes  of  traffic  that  necessitated  the  bridge.  The  bridge  continues  to  be  used  by  some 
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pedestrians;  it  provides  direct  access  to  the  second  level  of  the  201  Mission  Street  building. 
While  not  proposed  as  part  of  the  301  Mission  Street  project,  if  the  bridge  were  removed,  the 
existing  ground-level  pedestrian  crosswalk  across  Beale  Street  could  safely  accommodate 
pedestrian  traffic  that  uses  the  bridge.  The  Beale  Street  sidewalk  adjacent  to  the  project  site 
would  be  10  feet  wider  for  the  portion  of  its  length  now  occupied  by  the  pedestrian  bridge  access 
escalators. 

Bicycle  Impacts 

The  project  would  supply  17  bicycle  parking  spaces  adjacent  to  the  loading  bay,  with  access  from 
the  loading  bay  and  from  Mission  Street  via  the  office  lobby,  as  required  by  Planning  Code 
Section  155.  The  project  would  not  be  required  to  provide  shower  and  locker  facilities  because 
the  primary  use  of  the  project  would  be  residential;  however,  the  project  would  provide  four 
showers  and  eight  lockers  on  the  second  level  of  the  office  space. 

The  project  site  is  within  convenient  bicycling  distance  of  downtown  San  Francisco  and  the 
Financial  District,  plus  major  transit  centers;  therefore,  a  portion  of  the  "other"  trips  generated  by 
the  project  would  be  bicycle  trips.  In  addition,  there  are  several  bicycle  routes  in  the  vicinity  of 
the  project  site.  Although  the  project  would  result  in  an  increase  in  the  number  of  vehicles  in  the 
vicinity  of  the  project  site,  the  increase  would  not  be  substantial  enough  to  affect  bicycle 
circulation.  The  project  driveways  would  not  be  located  on  any  bicycle  route,  and  therefore 
bicycle  routes  and  bicycle  lane  operations  would  not  be  affected. 

Loading 

Planning  Code  Section  152  would  require  the  project  to  provide  five  off-street  loading  spaces: 
three  spaces  for  the  residential  use,  one  space  for  the  extended-stay  hotel  use,  and  one  space  for 
the  office  use.  Since  the  project  would  provide  three  full-size  and  four  van  and  small-truck 
spaces  on  site,  it  would  meet  the  Planning  Code  loading  requirements.  All  loading  spaces  would 
meet  the  dimensions  required  in  the  Planning  Code.  The  proposed  supply  would  be  sufficient  to 
accommodate  the  estimated  peak  loading  hour  demand  of  five  loading  spaces. 

Access  to  the  ground-floor  loading  bay  would  be  from  Fremont  Street  and  the  internal  drive- 
through.  The  loading  bay  would  contain  a  loading  dock  with  three  full-size  spaces  (55  by 
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12  feet),  two  van  spaces  (20  by  8  feet),  and  a  trash  area,  with  access  to  the  freight  elevators 
located  inside  the  service  entry  from  the  loading  dock.  Two  van  spaces  would  be  provided  in  the 
first  subsurface  level  of  the  garage  adjacent  to  the  freight  elevators.  These  elevators  would 
provide  access  to  all  floors.  It  is  anticipated  that  most  deliveries  to  the  residential,  hotel,  office, 
and  retail/restaurant  uses  would  use  the  loading  bay.  The  ground-floor  loading  bay  would  have  a 
dock  master/security  guard  who  would  be  responsible  for  ensuring  that  only  authorized  vehicles 
use  the  loading  spaces. 

For  passenger  loading/unloading,  an  off-street  porte  cochere  would  be  provided  adjacent  to  the 
extended  stay  hotel  and  residential  lobbies,  with  access  from  both  Fremont  and  Beale  Streets. 
This  zone  would  provide  space  for  four  vehicles  to  actively  load/unload  passengers  at  one  time. 
No  valet  parking  is  proposed  for  either  the  residences  or  the  extended-stay  hotel. 

Construction  Impacts 

It  is  anticipated  that  construction  of  the  project  would  take  approximately  36-  to  48-months,  to 
begin  in  early  2003  and  be  completed  in  late  2005.  Construction-related  activities  would 
typically  occur  Monday  through  Saturday  from  7:00  a.m.  to  6:00  p.m.  It  is  anticipated  that  work 
may  occasionally  occur  earlier  and  later  and  on  Sundays,  on  an  as-needed  basis. 

Construction  staging  would  occur  primarily  within  the  project  site  and  the  adjacent  sidewalks  on 
Mission,  Beale  and  Fremont  Streets.  To  accommodate  construction  staging  on  the  sidewalk  and 
to  provide  temporary  pedestrian  walkways,  the  parking  lanes  on  Mission  and  Beale  Streets  would 
be  closed  during  the  entire  36-  to  48-month  construction  period.  The  Muni  and  Golden  Gate 
Transit  bus  stops  on  Fremont  Street -would  be  temporarily  relocated  through  coordination 
between  the  transit  authorities  and  the  project  sponsor.  A  potential  site  for  relocation  of  the  Muni 
and/or  Golden  Gate  Transit  buses  is  the  area  under  the  existing  Transbay  Terminal  ramps  directly 
south  of  the  project  site,  which  would  require  temporary  removal  of  about  six  metered  parking 
spaces.  Alternately,  Golden  Gate  Transit  buses  could  be  relocated  north  of  the  intersection  of 
Fremont/Mission  Streets  to  the  location  of  the  current  temporary  bus  stop  for  the  28,  32  and  34 
bus  lines. 

Since  the  curb  lane  is  a  right  turn  only  travel  lane,  a  temporary  pedestrian  walkway  may  not  be 
feasible  on  this  portion  of  Fremont  Street.  On  Mission  Street,  the  use  of  the  parking  lane  during 
the  construction  period  would  temporarily  eliminate  1 1  metered  parking  spaces.  On  Beale  Street 
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it  is  anticipated  that  only  10  feet  of  the  sidewalk  would  be  required  for  construction  staging  and 
that  the  eastern  1 0  feet  containing  the  pedestrian  overcrossing  structure  would  not  need  to  be 
closed.  If  the  entire  23-foot-wide  sidewalk  were  needed  for  construction,  installing  a  temporar\' 
pedestrian  sidewalk  on  Beale  Street  would  require  temporar\^  closure  of  a  travel  lane  for  the 
portion  of  the  street  adjacent  to  the  23-foot-wide  sidewalk,  and  the  use  of  two  parking  spaces  for 
the  portion  adjacent  to  the  10-foot- wide  sidewalk  at  the  southern  end  of  the  project  site. 

If  it  is  determined  that  temporary^  traffic  lane  closures  on  Fremont  Street  and  Beale  Street  would 
be  needed,  the  closures  would  be  subject  to  review  and  approval  by  the  Department  of  Public 
Works  (DPW)  and  the  Interdepartment  Staff  Committee  on  Traffic  and  Transportation  (ISCOTT). 
These  agencies  review  sidewalk  and  lane  closures  to  minimize  effects  on  local  traffic,  including 
transit. 

During  the  construction  period  the  poles  supporting  the  Muni  overhead  wire  s\  stem  on  Fremont, 
Mission  and  Beale  Streets  would  need  to  be  maintained.  Since  the  existing  301  Mission  Street 
building,  which  currently  has  eyebolts  supporting  the  overhead  wires,  would  be  demolished, 
additional  poles  would  need  to  be  installed  on  Mission  and  Beale  Streets  to  maintain  Mimi 
operations.  This  effort  would  be  coordinated  by  the  project  sponsor  with  Muni's  0^■erhead  Lines 
Department. 

During  the  construction  period,  there  would  be  a  flow  of  construction-related  trucks  into  and  out 
of  the  site.  It  is  anticipated  that  the  majority-  of  the  construction-related  truck  traffic  would  use 
I-80/U.S.  101  and  1-280  to  access  the  project  site  from  the  East  Bay  and  South  Bay.  There  would 
be  an  average  of  20  to  1 00  construction  trucks  per  day,  depending  on  the  phase.  The  maximum 
number  of  trucks  would  be  12  per  hour.  The  impact  of  construction  truck  traffic  would  be  a 
temporary  lessening  of  the  capacities  of  streets  due  to  the  slower  movement  and  larger  turning 
radii  of  trucks,  which  may  temporarily  increase  delays  for  both  traffic  and  Muni  operations. 

On  average,  there  would  be  betv,'een  30  and  200  construction  workers  per  day  at  the  project  site, 
depending  on  the  phase.  The  trip  distribution  and  mode  split  of  construction  workers  is  not 
available.  However,  it  is  anticipated  that  the  addition  of  the  worker-related  vehicle-  or  transit- 
trips  would  not  substantially  affect  the  transportation  conditions,  as  any  impacts  on  the  vehicle 
and  transit  network  would  be  similar  to,  or  less  than,  those  associated  with  the  project.  In 
addition,  the  construction  workers  would  cause  a  temporary  parking  demand.  Since  the  nearb\' 
parking  facilities  currently  have  spaces  available  during  the  day,  it  is  anticipated  that  construction 
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worker  parking  demand  could  be  accommodated  without  substantially  affecting  areawide  parking 
conditions.  In  addition,  it  is  anticipated  that  construction  workers  would  be  able  to  park  within 
the  project's  parking  facilities  after  their  construction  (by  about  the  thirteenth  month). 

Construction  activities  associated  with  the  project  may  occur  at  the  same  time  as  other  proposed 
projects  in  the  vicinity  of  the  site,  including  the  ongoing  Bay  Bridge  West  Span  Seismic  Retrofit 
Project  and  the  proposed  Transbay  Terminal  /  Caltrain  Downtown  Extension  /  Redevelopment 
Project.  The  construction  activities  associated  with  these  projects  would  affect  access,  traffic 
operation  and  pedestrian  movements.  The  construction  cycles  of  each  of  the  projects  would 
differ  depending  on  the  location  and  scale  of  the  project.  Each  individual  project  sponsor  would 
work  with  the  various  departments  of  the  City  to  develop  a  detailed  and  coordinated  plan  that 
would  address  construction  vehicle  routing,  traffic  control  and  pedestrian  movements  on  specific 
streets  in  the  construction  area. 

Construction  of  additional  development  in  the  project  vicinity  could  intensify  construction 
impacts  should  construction  occur  at  the  same  time,  or  extend  construction  impacts  over  a  longer 
period.  Construction  impacts  would  occur  over  a  finite  period,  and  would  be  phased  so  that 
impacts  would  not  be  permanent  and  activities  would  be  intermittent  during  the  construction 
period. 

Construction  Activity  Overlap  With  Bay  Bridge  Seismic  Retrofit  Project 

The  construction  schedule  for  the  proposed  project  would  overlap  with  the  seismic  retrofit  of  the 
Bay  Bridge  west  span  and  its  approaches.  Work  on  the  Western  Span  of  the  Bay  Bridge  is 
currently  underway  and  is  expected-to  be  completed  by  the  end  of  2003.  There  would  be  about  a 
one-year  overlap  between  construction  of  the  proposed  project  and  the  Bay  Bridge  retrofit  work 
on  the  towers  and  superstructure.  Work  on  the  West  Approach  and  the  Bayshore  Viaduct  will  be 
conducted  throughout  the  duration  of  project  construction. 

Ramp  closures  associated  with  the  West  Approach  phase  of  the  seismic  retrofit  project  would 
somewhat  affect  access  to  and  from  the  project,  during  both  the  project's  construction  and 
operation.  Some  on-ramps  would  be  closed  temporarily,  during  weekends,  during  the  West 
Approach  phase  However,  no  streets  that  provide  access  to  the  ramps  (e.g..  First  Street,  Fremont 
Street)  are  anticipated  to  be  closed.  Overall,  Bay  Bridge  construction  activity  is  anticipated  to  be 


Final  EIR/ July  31,2003 


118 


301  Mission  Street  /  2001.0792E 


III.  Environmental  Setting  and  Impacts 
D.  Transportation 

concentrated  in  the  area  adjacent  to  the  Bay  Bridge  span  and  approach,  and  is  not  expected  to 
substantially  affect  traffic  operating  conditions  in  the  vicinity  of  the  proposed  project. 

2020  CUMULATIVE  CONDITIONS 

Methodology/Approach 

The  San  Francisco  County  Transportation  Authority  (SFCTA)  countywide  travel  demand 
forecasting  model  (SFCTA  Model)  was  used  to  develop  the  travel  forecasts  for  cumulative 
development  and  growth  through  the  year  2020  in  the  region,  as  well  as  to  determine  travel 
demand  to  and  from  the  South  of  Market  area  ( the  area  roughly  bounded  by  The  Embarcadero, 
Market  Street,  South  Van  Ness  Avenue  and  King  Street).  This  approach  results  in  a  cumulative 
impacts  assessment  for  year  2020  conditions  that  takes  into  account  both  the  flitare  development 
expected  in  the  South  of  Market  area,  as  well  as  the  expected  growth  in  housing  and  employment 
for  the  remainder  of  San  Francisco  and  the  nine-county  Bay  Area. 

The  SFCTA  countywide  model  estimates  future  traffic  and  transit  travel  demand  for  the  entire 
nine-county  Bay  Area  region  based  on  land  use  and  employment  forecasts  prepared  by  the  San 
Francisco  Planning  Department  for  the  county,  plus  regional  growth  estimates  developed  and 
adopted  by  the  Association  of  Bay  Area  Governments  (ABAG)  in  1998'  for  the  remainder  of  the 
Bay  Area  region.  However,  since  these  land  use  and  employment  forecasts  did  not  include  some 
of  the  projects  recently  proposed  in  the  South  of  Market  area,  they  were  modified  by  the  San 
Francisco  Planning  Department  to  incorporate  projects  such  as  the  Rincon  Hill  Rezoning,  the 
South  of  Market  Redevelopment  Area  Plan,  the  Mid-Market  Redevelopment  Area  Plan,  and  the 
Transbay  Terminal  projects,  as  well  as  projects  that  have  recently  been  approved  or  entitled.  As  a 
result,  the  year  2020  cumulative  conditions  forecasts  used  in  the  analysis  exceed  the  ABAG 
forecasts  for  San  Francisco  for  employment  by  about  2.8  percent,  and  household  population  by 
about  1 .4  percent. 

The  SFCTA  Model  divides  the  entire  Bay  Area  region  into  approximately  1,750  geographical 
areas,  known  as  Transportation  Analysis  Zones  (TAZs);  about  800  of  them  are  within  San 
Francisco.  It  estimates  the  future  travel  demand  for  each  TAZ,  determines  the  origin  and 
destination  and  mode  of  travel  (auto,  transit,  walk  and  bike)  for  each  trip,  and  assigns  those  trips 


^  Association  of  Bay  Area  Governments,  Projections  1998,  December  1997. 
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to  the  transportation  system  (roadway  network  and  transit  lines).  The  SFCTA  Model  output  was 
used  to  determine  traffic  volumes  at  the  study  intersections  and  transit  ridership  at  the  Muni 
screenlines  using  an  approach  and  methodology  developed  with  and  approved  by  the  San 
Francisco  Planning  Department. 

To  develop  2020  Cumulative  turning  movement  volumes  at  the  study  intersections,  two  steps 
were  undertaken  using  SFCTA  Model  output:  determine  the  increase  in  vehicles  due  to 
development  outside  of  the  study  area,  and  determine  the  vehicle  trips  on  a  block-by-block  basis 
associated  with  development  within  the  study  area.  Between  2000  and  2020  Cumulative 
conditions,  weekday  p.m.  peak  hour  traffic  volumes  at  the  study  intersections  are  anticipated  to 
increase  between  20  and  60  percent. 

As  planned  and  analyzed  in  the  Alternatives  to  the  Replacement  of  the  Embarcadero  Freeway  and 
Terminal  Separator  Structure  FEIS/FEIR,^  the  Fremont  Street  off-ramp  from  westbound 
1-80  will  be  modified.  The  current  off-ramp,  which  touches  down  on  Fremont  Street  mid-block 
between  Howard  and  Folsom  Streets,  will  be  reconfigured  to  establish  a  second  leg  of  the  off- 
ramp  that  will  provide  access  to  eastbound  Folsom  Street  and  the  Waterfi-ont.  The  other  leg  of 
the  intersection  would  continue  to  provide  access  to  northbound  Fremont.  With  the  new 
configuration  drivers  could  divert  to  Folsom  Street  or  continue  under  the  existing  pattern  of 
circulation. 

Future  2020  Muni  ridership  forecasts  were  developed  for  weekday  p.m.  peak  hour  conditions 
from  SFCTA  Model  output.  The  increase  in  weekday  p.m.  peak  hour  transit  ridership  between 
2000  and  2020  Cumulative  conditions  was  used  to  develop  a  growth  rate  for  each  screenline, 
which  was  then  applied  to  the  existing  ridership  for  each  subcorridor  within  the  screenline. 
Ridership  at  the  Northeast  Screenline  is  projected  to  grow  by  21  percent,  at  the  Northwest 
Screenline  by  1 7  percent,  at  the  Southeast  Screenline  by  28  percent  and  at  the  Southwest 
Screenline  by  1 3  percent.  Future  regional  transit  forecasts  were  based  on  information  received 
from  the  individual  service  providers.  Between  2000  and  2020,  transit  ridership  at  the  regional 
screenlines  is  projected  to  grow  at  the  North  Bay  Screenline  by  42  percent,  the  East  Bay 
Screenline  by  72  percent,  and  the  South  Bay  Screenline  by  233  percent  (due  primarily  to 
extension  of  BART  to  the  San  Francisco  Airport  and  Millbrae). 


*  San  Francisco  Planning  Department,  Alternatives  to  Replacement  of  the  Embarcadero  Freeway 
and  Terminal  Separator  Structure  Final  EIS/EJR,  Planning  Department  Case  File  Nos.  92.202E  &  94.060E, 
State  Clearinghouse  No.  92083065,  certified  September  1996. 
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The  major  transit  improvements  identified  to  occur  by  2020  that  would  affect  transit  service  in 
San  Francisco  are  the  Third  Street  Light  Rail  Project  and  the  BART  extension  to  the  San 
Francisco  Airport  and  Millbrae. 

Cumulative  Traffic  Impacts 

Table  3,  p.  108,  presents  the  2020  cumulative  weekday  p.m.  peak  hour  intersection  operating 
conditions.  Overall,  two  of  the  six  study  intersections  would  operate  at  LOS  E  or  F  under  2020 
cumulative  conditions;  no  study  intersections  operate,  or  would  operate,  below  LOS  D  under 
Existing  and  Existing-plus-Project  conditions.  In  general,  the  poor  operating  conditions  at  the 
intersection  of  Fremont  and  Howard  Streets  (LOS  E,  at  capacity)  and  Beale  and  Howard  Streets 
(LOS  F,  congested)  would  be  caused  to  a  large  extent  by  the  high  traffic  volumes  generated  by 
new  development  anticipated  for  the  Rincon  Hill  area  that  would  travel  westbound  on  Howard 
Street. 

The  project's  contribution  to  future  traffic  growth  in  2020  was  assessed  for  a  larger  number  of 
intersections  than  the  Existing-Plus-Project  scenario,  to  address  the  wider  area  that  could  be 
affected  by  the  Transbay  Terminal  and  Transbay  Redevelopment  Projects.  Sixteen  intersections 
in  this  wider  study  area  (generally  between  Second  Street  and  The  Embarcadero,  and  between 
Market  and  Bryant  Streets)  would  operate  at  LOS  E  or  F  in  2020  under  cumulative  growth 
conditions.  The  project  would  not  make  substantial  contributions  to  cumulative  growth  at  13  of 
these  16  intersections.  The  project  would  make  substantial  contributions,  ranging  from  6  to  9 
percent  of  the  growth,  to  cumulative  growth  at  the  intersections  of  Fremont  and  Howard  Streets 
and  Beale  and  Howard  Streets,  the  two  project-level  traffic  study  intersections  that  would  operate 
at  LOS  E  and  F  in  2020.  The  project  would  also  make  a  substantial  contribution  of  about  6 
percent  to  growth  at  the  intersection  of  The  Embarcadero  and  Bryant  Street,  included  in  the  wider 
study  area  for  2020  future  conditions.  However,  for  the  traffic  movements  that  determine  overall 
performance  at  these  three  intersections,  the  project's  contribution  would  be  smaller, 
ranging  from  about  1  to  about  3  percent  and  contributing  no  more  than  30  vehicles  at  each 
intersection  in  the  p.m.  peak  hour.  This  would  not  represent  a  considerable  contribution  to  2020 
cumulative  conditions,  and  the  project  would  not  have  a  significant  cumulative  traffic  impact. 

Cumulative  Transit  Impacts 

Under  2020  Cumulative  conditions,  three  of  the  four  Muni  screenlines  would  operate  at  less  than 
capacity.  The  Southeast  screenline  would  operate  at  capacity.  All  regional  transit  operators 
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would  continue  to  operate  at  less  than  their  load  factor  standards,  except  BART  to  the  South  Bay, 
which  would  operate  at  139  percent  of  its  capacity,  slightly  higher  than  the  load  factor  standard  of 
135  percent.^  The  project  would  contribute  less  than  1.0  percent  to  the  cumulative  Muni  and 
regional  transit  ridership,  and  alone  would  not  substantially  affect  the  peak  hour  capacity 
utilization  of  each  screenline.  Therefore,  the  project  would  not  have  a  significant  cumulative 
impact  on  transit. 

RELATIONSHIP  TO  PROPOSED  TRANSBAY  TERMINAL  AND  CALTRAIN 
EXTENSION 

The  proposed  reconstruction  of  the  Transbay  Terminal,  extension  of  Caltrain  to  downtown  San 
Francisco  and  redevelopment  of  the  Transbay  area  is  currently  being  analyzed  as  part  of  the 
Transbay  Terminal  /  Caltrain  Downtown  Extension  /Redevelopment  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR}'^  A 
partial  acquisition  of  the  301  Mission  Street  project  site  has  been  identified  in  the  Transbay  Draft 
EIS/EIR,  for  construction  of  the  new  terminal  with  a  downtown  extension  of  Caltrain.  Portions 
of  the  project  site  (Block  3719,  Lot  17,  containing  the  129  Fremont  Street  and  124  Beale  Street 
buildings)  would  be  needed  to  provide  the  space  to  accommodate  Caltrain  platforms  two  levels 
below  grade  and  a  train  mezzanine  level,  for  either  of  the  two  alignments  as  currently  configured 
for  analysis  purposes  in  the  Draft  EIS/EIR.  Although  estimated  to  be  minimal,  the  extent  of  the 
partial  acquisition  of  the  project  site  has  not  been  established,  as  detailed  engineering  plans  of  the 
proposed  Transbay  Terminal/Caltrain  extension  have  not  yet  been  developed. 

If  the  301  Mission  Street  project  is  built  as  curtcntly  proposed  and  analyzed  in  this  EIR,  the  result 
may  be  increased  costs  to  build  the  Transbay  Terminal,  required  reconfiguration  of  the  Transbay 
Terminal  and  Caltrain  trackage  with  any  of  the  Transbay  Terminal  Alternatives,  or  required 
modifications  to  the  301  Mission  Street  project. 

However,  if  only  a  limited  subsurface  portion  of  the  project  site  were  needed  to  construct  the 
below-grade  levels  of  the  proposed  terminal,  as  for  the  Caltrain  Second-to-Main  alignment,  it 


'  BART  staff  has  indicated  that  they  would  be  able  to  lengthen  the  South  Bay  trains,  if  necessary, 
to  accommodate  future  demand.  Currently,  two  of  the  four  lines  have  10-car  trains,  one  line  has  9-car  trains 
and  one  line  has  8-car  trains.  With  this  change,  the  load  factor  would  be  less  than  the  BART  standards. 

Federal  Transit  Administration,  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  Peninsula  Corridor  Joint 
Powers  Board,  and  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency,  Transbay  Terminal  /Caltrain  Downtown 
Extension  /Redevelopment  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR,  State  Clearinghouse  No.  95063004,  Planning  Department 
Case  No.  2000.0492E,  October  2002. 
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may  be  possible  to  reconfigure  the  subsurface  track  requirements  or  to  limit  those  requirements  to 
only  a  minor  portion  of  the  project  subsurface  garage,  which  would  result  in  fewer  parking  spaces 
provided  in  the  project  (see  Ahemative  E  in  Chapter  VI,  p.  161).  The  extent  of  the  impact  on  the 
project  cannot  be  determined  with  certainty,  until  more  detailed  engineering  is  performed  for  the 
Transbay  Terminal. 

For  the  extension  of  Caltrain  to  downtown  via  the  Second-to-Mission  alignment,  one  of  the  two 
Caltrain  extension  alignments,  tracks  would  have  to  be  aligned  diagonally  across  the  301  Mission 
project  site.  Acquisition  of  a  larger  subsurface  portion  of  the  project  site  would  be  required 
(Block  3719,  Lots  1  and  17  containing  301  Mission  Street  and  129  Fremont  Street)  (see 
Alternative  E  in  Chapter  VI,  p.  162). 

With  the  new  Transbay  Terminal,  Muni  and  Golden  Gate  Transit  buses  would  enter  the  new 
surface  Terminal  passage  midblock  on  Beale  Street,  south  of  the  proposed  project  site.  Buses 
would  exit  the  Terminal  from  the  east  side  of  Fremont  Street  between  Mission  and  Natoma 
Streets  along  the  same  passage  as  the  entrance  on  Beale  Street.  The  potential  for  conflicts 
between  vehicles  destined  to  and  from  the  proposed  project  and  the  buses  destined  to  and  from 
the  street-level  terminal  was  examined  at  both  the  Beale  Sfreet  and  Fremont  Street  driveways,  as 
summarized  below. 

•  On  Beale  Street,  the  proposed  project  driveway  would  be  north  of  the  entrance  to  the  new 
Terminal.  When  a  new  Transbay  Terminal  is  constructed,  two  parking  spaces  on  the  west 
curb  of  Beale  Street  immediately  north  of  the  project  driveway  would  be  eliminated  to  allow 
for  queuing  space  for  vehicles  destined  to  the  proposed  project  driveway.  Vehicles  destined 
to  the  proposed  project  driveway  would  be  able  to  turn  from  the  travel  lane  into  the  west 
curb  (parking)  lane  prior  to  entering  the  driveway,  which  would  reduce  the  potential  for 
conflicts  between  vehicles  destined  to  the  proposed  project  and  buses  destined  to  the  new 
Transbay  Terminal. 

Vehicles  exiting  the  proposed  project  driveway  via  Beale  Street  would  need  to  wait  for  gaps 
in  the  traffic  prior  to  entering  the  traffic  stream.  The  longer  green  time  allocated  to 
eastbound/westbound  Mission  Street  and  the  lower  volumes  accessing  Beale  Street  from 
Mission  Street  (due  to  the  transit  lanes  on  Mission  Street)  provide  for  gaps  in  the  traffic 
stream.  During  the  peak  commute  periods,  the  potential  exists  that  buses  queuing  to  access 
the  new  Terminal  may  block  the  proposed  project  driveway,  and  there  could  be  some 
conflicts  between  buses  and  vehicles  entering  and  exiting  the  proposed  project  driveway. 

•  On  Fremont  Street,  as  part  of  the  proposed  Transbay  Terminal  project,  the  existing  midblock 
traffic  signal  and  pedestrian  crosswalk  (if  still  in  place)  would  be  relocated  south  to  Natoma 
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Street  to  provide  a  separate  signal  phase  for  buses  exiting  the  new  Terminal  to  access 
Fremont  Street.  The  proximity  of  the  proposed  project  driveway  to  the  new  surface  bus 
Terminal  could  result  in  conflicts  between  proposed  project-generated  vehicles  and  buses 
exiting  the  new  Transbay  Terminal.  Vehicles  destined  to  the  proposed  project  driveway 
would  be  held  at  the  new  midblock  signal  at  Natoma  Street  until  buses  exited  the  Terminal, 
and  would  not  affect  the  new  Terminal  operations.  For  those  vehicles  already  at  the 
proposed  project  driveway  when  the  buses  receive  a  green  phase,  sufficient  queuing  space 
would  be  provided  at  the  east  curb  lane  (about  50  feet,  or  space  for  two  vehicles)  between 
the  south  edge  of  the  driveway  and  the  north  edge  of  the  first  bus  lane  in  the  terminal.  Buses 
leaving  the  Terminal  would  make  a  wide  turn  into  the  through  lane,  and  would  not  turn  into 
the  east  curb  lane. 

As  with  a  standard  driveway,  vehicles  exiting  the  proposed  project  would  need  to  yield  to 
upstream  (from  the  south)  traffic.  Drivers  exiting  the  proposed  project  driveway  would  be 
able  to  see  whether  the  northbound  through  traffic  or  buses  have  the  right-of-way.  Vehicles 
exiting  the  driveway  would  turn  into  the  right-most  lane  (the  right-tum-only  lane)  or  the  lane 
directly  adjacent  (the  through  lane),  and  are  not  anticipated  to  substantially  conflict  with 
buses  exiting  the  new  Terminal. 

For  additional  details  on  the  impacts  of  the  proposed  Transbay  Terminal  and  Caltrain  Extension, 
see  the  Transbay  Terminal  /Caltrain  Downtown  Extension  /Redevelopment  Project  Draft 
EIS/EIR, ' '  and  Alternative  E  in  Chapter  VI  of  this  document,  p.  1 58. 

Construction  of  a  Temporary  Terminal  for  bus  service  during  construction  of  a  new  Transbay 
Terminal  and  demolition  of  the  existing  structure  is  currently  scheduled  to  begin  in  late  2004.  If 
both  projects  move  on  schedule,  construction  could  overlap  with  that  of  the  proposed  project  at 
301  Mission  Street.  Construction  impacts  would  occur  over  a  limited  period,  would  not  be 
permanent,  and  would  be  intermittent  during  the  construction  period.  Therefore,  cumulative 
construction  impacts  were  found  to  be  not  significant. 


"  A  copy  of  the  Draft  EIS/EIR  can  be  reviewed  on  the  internet  at  www.sfgov.org/tjpa 
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E.      AIR  QUALITY 


SETTING 


AMBIENT  AIR  QUALITY  STANDARDS 


National  Ambient  Air  Quality  Standards  established  by  the  U.S.  Environmental  Protection 
Agency  and  the  California  Ambient  Air  Quality  Standards  established  by  the  California  Air 
Resources  Board  define  the  criteria  pollutants  and  target  levels  of  pollutants  for  air  quality 
planning.  The  state  and  federal  ambient  air  quality  standards  are  listed  in  Table  5.  These 
standards  are  intended  to  protect  the  public  health  and  welfare  with  an  adequate  margin  of  safety. 


Table  5:  State  and  Federal  Ambient  Air  Quality  Standards 


Pollutant 

Averaging  Time 

CAAQS"' 

NAAQS""'' 

Ozone'' 

1  hour 

0.09  ppm 

0.12  ppm 

Carbon  Monoxide 
(CO) 

1  hour 
8  hour 

20  ppm 
9.0  ppm 

35  ppm 
9  ppm 

Nitrogen  Dioxide 
(NO2) 

1  hour 
Annual 

0.25  ppm 
NA 

NA 

0.053  ppm 

Sulfur  Dioxide 
(SO3) 

1  hour 
24  hour 
Annual 

0.25  ppm 
0.04  ppm 

NA 

NA 

0.14  ppm 
0.03  ppm 

Inhalable  Particulate  Matter 
(PM.o)" 

24  hour 
Annual 

50  ^g/m' 
30  |ig/m' 

150  ^g/m^ 
50  ^ig/m^ 

Sulfates 

24  hour 

25  ^g/m' 

NA 

Lead 

30  day 

Calendar  Quarter 

1.5  )ig/m' 
NA 

NA 

1.5  ^g/m' 

Hydrogen  Sulfide 

1  hour 

0.03  ppm 

NA 

Vinyl  Chloride 

24  hour 

0.010  ppm 

NA 

Note: 

^  CAAQS  =  California  Ambient  Air  Quality  Standards. 

NAAQS  =  National  Ambient  Air  Quality  Standards. 
'  ppm  =  parts  per  million  by  volume;  fig/m^  =  micrograms  per  cubic  meter;  NA  =  Not  Applicable 

Additional  NAAQS  for  ozone  (8  hours  >  0.08  ppm)  and  for  fine  particulate  matter,  PMj  5  (24  hours  >  65  ng/m^ 
annual  avg.  >15  ng/m')  were  adopted  in  1997  but  have  not  yet  been  implemented. 

Source:  California  Air  Resources  Board  1999,  http://arbis.arb.ca.gov/aqs/aaqs2.pdf 


Final  EIR  /  July  3 1 , 2003  1 25  30 1  Mission  Street  /  200 1 .0792E 


III.  Environmental  Setting  and  Impacts 

E.  Air  Quality 


They  are  designed  to  protect  those  segments  of  the  public  most  susceptible  to  respiratory  distress, 
known  as  sensitive  receptors,  such  as  asthmatics,  the  very  young,  the  elderly,  people  weak  from 
other  illness  or  disease,  or  persons  engaged  in  strenuous  work  or  exercise.  Healthy  people  can 
tolerate  occasional  exposure  to  air  pollution  levels  somewhat  above  ambient  air  quality  standards 
before  adverse  health  effects  are  observed.  Periodically,  the  standards  are  reviewed  and  updated 
to  reflect  improved  understanding  of  the  health  effects.  As  shown  in  Table  5,  for  most  pollutants 
the  state-level  standards  are  more  stringent  than  the  national  standards. 


AIR  QUALITY  CONDITIONS 
Ambient  Air  Quality 


The  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Management  District  (BAAQMD)  is  the  regional  agency  responsible 
for  air  quality  management  in  the  San  Francisco  Bay  Area.  It  operates  a  regional  monitoring 
network  which  measures  the  ambient  concentrations  of  six  criteria  pollutants  including  ozone, 
carbon  monoxide,  inhalable  particulate  matter  (PM,o),  nitrogen  dioxide,  sulfur  dioxide,  and  lead. 
The  stations  operated  in  San  Francisco  are  in  the  Civic  Center  area  at  939  Ellis  Street,  and  the 
Potrero  Hill  neighborhood  at  10  Arkansas  Street. 

Data  gathered  from  the  San  Francisco  BAAQMD  stations  indicate  the  following:' 

•  Ozone  concentrations  between  1998  and  2001  did  not  exceed  the  state  1-hour  ozone 
standard  or  the  federal  standards  on  any  day  in  San  Francisco.  During  this  period,  state  and 
federal  ozone  standards  were  exceeded  in  the  eastern  counties  of  the  Bay  Area  and  in  the 
Santa  Clara  Valley. 

•  Carbon  monoxide  (CO)  concentrations  between  1998  and  2001  ranged  up  to  a  maximum  of 
4.6  parts  per  million  (8-hour).  In  recent  years,  the  ambient  air  quality  standards  for  CO  have 
not  been  exceeded  anywhere  in  the  Bay  Area. 

•  Particulate  matter  (PM,o)  concentrations  between  1998  and  2001  exceeded  the  state  24-hour 
standard  in  1 0  percent  or  fewer  of  the  samples  per  year  in  San  Francisco.  The  state-level 
annual  standards  and  the  federal  standards  for  PM,o  were  not  exceeded  in  the  Bay  Area. 

•  Nitrogen  dioxide,  sulfrir  dioxide,  sulfates  and  lead  were  within  allowable  maximum 
concentrations  in  San  Francisco  and  the  region. 


'  California  Air  Resources  Board  (CARB),  Air  Quality  Data  Statistics,  website, 
http://www.arb.ca.gov/adam/,  accessed  April  2002. 
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Comparison  of  these  data  with  those  from  other  BAAQMD  monitoring  stations  in  the  region 
indicates  that  San  Francisco's  air  quality  is  among  the  least  degraded  of  all  developed  portions  of 
the  Bay  Area,  primarily  because  San  Francisco's  prevailing  winds  tend  to  blow  from  the  Pacific 
Ocean,  fransporting  locally  generated  air  pollution  to  elsewhere  in  the  region  and  state. 

The  U.S.  EPA  designates  the  Bay  Area  as  a  whole  an  "unclassified  (moderate)  nonattainment 
area"  for  ozone,  because  of  recent  violations  of  the  national  ozone  1  -hour  standard.  Because  no 
violations  of  the  carbon  monoxide  (CO)  standards  have  occurred  in  the  region  in  recent  years,  the 
U.S.  EPA  designates  the  Bay  Area  as  a  "maintenance  area"  for  CO.  Other  pollutants  currently 
meet  national  standards.  For  state-level  air  quality  planning  purposes,  the  Bay  Area  is  classified 
by  the  California  Air  Resource  Board  (CARB)  as  a  serious  nonattainment  area  for  ozone,  and  a 
nonattainment  area  for  inhalable  particulates  (PMk,). 

Local  Air  Emissions  Sources 

Mobile  source,  traffic-related  emissions  occur  throughout  the  downtown  area  and  around  the 
project  site;  most  notable  are  the  heavy  volumes  of  traffic  along  the  Bay  Bridge  connector  routes 
and  the  Transbay  Transit  Terminal  ramps.  Emissions  due  to  traffic  congestion  dominate  the 
localized  air  quality  in  the  vicinity  of  the  project.  Existing  emission  sources  at  the  project  site 
include  small  stationary  sources  for  the  office  uses  (e.g.,  water  heating  or  ventilation  equipment). 

IMPACTS 

SIGNIFICANCE  CRITERIA 

A  project  would  have  a  significant  effect  on  the  environment  with  respect  to  air  quality  if  it  would 
violate  any  ambient  air  quality  standard  or  contribute  substantially  to  an  existing  or  projected  air 
quality  violation,  or  expose  sensitive  receptors  to  substantial  pollutant  concentrations.  The 
BAAQMD  recommends  evaluating  projects  with  the  following  significance  thresholds:^  (1)  the 
project  impact  would  be  considered  significant  if  it  caused  operation-related  emissions  equal  to  or 
exceeding  an  established  threshold  of  80  pounds  per  day  of  reactive  organic  gases  (ROG),  NOx, 
or  PM,o,  or  caused  CO  concentrations  to  exceed  the  ambient  standards  or  more  than  550  pounds 


^  BAAQMD  (Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Management  District),  BAAQMD  CEQA  Guidelines, 
Assessing  the  Air  Quality  Impacts  of  Projects  and  Plans,  1999. 
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per  day  of  emissions;  (2)  the  project  impacts  would  also  be  considered  to  have  a  significant 
contribution  to  cumulative  regional  air  quality  effects  if  the  project  impacts  would  exceed  these 
standards.  If  project  air  quality  impacts  would  not  exceed  the  BAAQMD  thresholds,  the  project 
could  still  contribute  to  significant  cumulative  air  quality  impacts  if  the  project  is  found  to  be 
inconsistent  with  the  local  general  plan,  which  is  part  of  the  basis  for  regional  air  quality 
attainment  plans. 

METHODOLOGY 

Regional  emissions  of  ozone  precursors  (ROG  and  NOx)  and  PMiq  caused  by  project-related 
traffic  and  minor  emissions  from  project-related  energy  use  were  calculated  using  the 
URBEMIS7G  computer  model  recommended  by  the  BAAQMD  and  CARB.^  Daily  emissions  of 
criteria  pollutants  from  project-related  traffic  in  2003  and  2020  were  estimated  based  on  daily 
vehicle  trips  as  estimated  by  the  project's  transportation  analysis.  The  model  combines 
information  on  trip  generation  with  vehicular  emissions  data  specific  to  different  types  of  trips  in 
the  Bay  Area  (home-to-work,  work-other,  etc.)  from  the  EMFAC7G  model  to  estimate  the 
project's  contribution  to  regionwide  daily  emissions. 

The  potential  for  project-related  traffic  to  cause  localized  CO  violations  near  congested 
intersections  was  analyzed  with  a  screening  method  prescribed  by  the  BAAQMD.  This  screening 
method  considers  "worst-case"  traffic  and  air  quality  conditions  at  the  most  heavily-impacted 
intersections.  The  worst-case  conditions  include  placing  receptors  in  locations  that  yield 
maximum  exposure  (e.g.,  along  sidewalks  adjacent  to  congested  traffic)  during  peak  traffic  hours. 

The  BAAQMD  recommends  coordinating  land  uses  as  a  means  of  preventing  exposure  of 
sensitive  receptors  to  substantial  pollutant  concentrations.  Because  the  surrounding  land  uses  are 
not  sources  of  toxic  air  contaminants,  other  than  those  that  would  be  emitted  by  traffic  throughout 
the  downtown  area,  and  because  the  proposed  project  would  not  locate  any  new  sources  of  toxic 
air  contaminants  near  sensitive  land  uses  (e.g.,  residences,  schools,  day  care  centers),  the  project 
would  not  expose  sensitive  receptors  to  substantial  pollutant  concentrations.  No  further  analysis 
of  land  use  compatibility  is  necessary. 


^  BAAQMD  (Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Management  District),  BAAQMD  CEQA  Guidelines, 
Assessing  the  Air  Quality  Impacts  of  Projects  and  Plans,  1999. 
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PROJECT  EFFECTS 


Regional  Impacts 


Regional  emissions  associated  with  the  proposed  project  are  presented  in  Table  6.  This  table 
indicates  that  project-related  daily  emissions  would  not  exceed  the  BAAQMD  significance 
threshold  for  each  of  the  pollutants  analyzed.  All  emissions  would  be  below  the  threshold  of 
significance  assuming  flill  project  development  in  2003,  and  the  project  would  be  below  the 
thresholds  by  a  wide  margin  by  the  2020  horizon  year.  The  2020  results  are  lower  than  those 
shown  for  2003  because  the  mix  of  vehicles  in  use  in  2020  is  assumed  to  include  fewer  high- 
emission,  older  vehicles.  As  shown  in  Table  6,  project-related  increases  in  air  emissions  would 
have  a  less-than-significant  impact  on  regional  air  quality. 


Table  6:  Project-Related  Regional  Emissions 


Pollutant  (pounds  per  day) 
Scenario  ROG     NOx    CO  P\.,o 

Year  2003 
Year  2020 

BAAQMD  Significance  Threshold' 
Notes: 

ROG  =  reactive  organic  gases;  NOx  ^  nitrogen  oxides;  CO  =  carbon  monoxide;  PM,o=  inhalable  particulate 
matter. 

'  From  BAAQCD,  CEQA  Guidelines,  p.  16 

^  Requires  a  microscale  impact  analysis,  if  exceeded. 


ROG 

NOx 

CO 

PM 

30.7 

23.5 

190.2 

8.3 

9.9 

15.2 

62.2 

8.1 

80 

80 

550' 

80 

Source:  Turnstone  Consulting,  2002. 
Localized  Impacts 


In  addition  to  the  project-related  regional  emissions,  project-related  traffic  could  result  in 
localized  "hot  spots"  or  areas  with  high  concentrations  of  carbon  monoxide  (CO)  because  of 
motor  vehicle  emissions  around  stagnation  points  such  as  major  intersections  and  heavily  traveled 
and  congested  roadways.  Project-related  traffic  could  add  more  vehicles  as  well  as  cause  existing 
non-project  traffic  to  travel  at  slower,  less  efficient  travel  speeds. 
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The  BAAQMD  recommends  that  a  microscale  air  quality  analysis  be  performed  if  any  of  the 
following  three  criteria  are  met:  (1)  daily  project-related  CO  emissions  are  greater  than  550 
pounds/day;  (2)  project-related  traffic  causes  a  deterioration  of  intersection  level  of  service  (LOS) 
to  LOS  D,  E  or  F;  or  (3)  project-related  traffic  increases  on  any  roadway  link  of  100  vehicles  or 
more  cause  a  10  percent  or  greater  increase  in  volume  on  that  link.'* 

According  to  this  screening  methodology,  project-related  traffic  would  not  require  a  microscale 
analysis  because  none  of  the  above  criteria  would  be  met  by  the  project.  The  daily  project-related 
CO  emissions  would  be  substantially  under  550  pounds  per  day  (see  Table  6).  The  project  would 
not  cause  traffic  increases  of  10  percent  or  more  on  any  nearby  street.  The  project  would 
contribute  traffic  to  intersections  operating  at  LOS  B  and  C  in  the  existing  conditions  and  would 
not  cause  a  deterioration  of  level  of  service  to  D,  E,  or  F  in  the  existing-plus-project  conditions. 
Because  project  traffic  would  not  substantially  deteriorate  the  performance  of  the  affected 
intersections,  the  project  impacts  to  localized  CO  concentrations  would  not  be  significant. 

Cumulative  Impacts 

The  BAAQMD  applies  the  regional  thresholds  for  ROG,  NOx,  and  PMjo  to  the  cumulative  air 
quality  analysis  (see  Significance  Criteria,  p.  127).  Because  the  project  would  not  exceed  these 
thresholds  in  the  fiiture  2020  scenario,  as  shown  in  Table  6,  the  project  would  not  be  considered 
to  adversely  affect  regional  air  quality  conditions  in  the  cumulative  context. 

However,  as  specified  in  the  Significance  Criteria,  although  regional  emissions  would  not  exceed 
the  BAAQMD  thresholds,  cumulative  air  quality  impacts  could  still  result  if  the  project  were 
determined  to  be  inconsistent  with  the  local  general  plan.  The  proposed  project  would  not  require 
any  amendment  to  the  General  Plan  or  the  Downtown  Area  Plan  to  accommodate  the  proposed 
land  uses  or  the  overall  density  of  the  development.  Therefore,  the  project-induced  emissions 
would  not  be  substantial,  and  project-related  emissions  would  be  consistent  with  the  projections 
used  in  current  air  quality  management  plans. 


BAAQMD  (Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Management  District),  BAAQMD  CEQA  Guidelines, 
Assessing  the  Air  Quality  Impacts  of  Projects  and  Plans,  1999. 
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F.       GROWTH  INDUCEMENT 

Growth  inducement  under  CEQA  considers  the  ways  in  which  proposed  and  foreseeable  project 
activities  could  encourage  and  facilitate  other  activities  that  would  induce  economic  or  population 
growth  in  the  surrounding  environment,  either  directly  or  indirectly.'  The  Initial  Study  (see 
Appendix  A,  pp.  15-17)  concluded  that  the  project  would  not  induce  substantial  growth  or  create 
a  substantial  demand  for  additional  housing  in  San  Francisco.  This  EIR  section  summarizes  the 
possibilities  for  grov/th,  and  concludes  that  the  project  would  allow  additional  population  growth, 
but  not  to  a  significant  level. 

At  fiill  occupancy  the  existing  buildings  on  the  site  are  estimated  to  have  accommodated  a  total  of 
about  570^  office  and  retail  employees.^  The  proposed  development  would  be  expected  to  have  a 
total  of  about  605  employees.  This  would  be  a  net  increase  of  about  35  employees  on  the  site. 

The  net  new  increase  in  employment  would  be  about  0.006  percent  of  total  employment  of 
73 1,660  employees  projected  for  San  Francisco  in  year  2020,  and  it  would  be  about  0.04  percent 
of  employment  growth  of  102,800  jobs  projected  fi"om  2000-2020.'*  The  total  increase  in 
employment  would  be  about  0.08  percent  of  total  projected  employment  for  San  Francisco,  and 
9  about  0.6  percent  of  the  projected  employment  growth. 


'  State  CEQA  Guidelines,  as  amended  January  1,  2001,  Section  15126.2(d). 

^  Based  on  a  standard  multiplier  of  275  sq.  ft.  per  employee  in  office  space,  using  San  Francisco 
Planning  Department  transportation  analysis  guidelines  and  Keyser  Marston  Associates,  Inc.,  San 
Francisco  Cumulative  Growth  Scenario:  Final  Technical  Memorandum,  prepared  for  the  San  Francisco 
Redevelopment  Agency,  March  30,  1998  (hereinafter  Keyser  Marston  Associates,  Inc.,  March  \99S). 
Retail  employment  density  estimated  at  350  sq.  ft.  per  employee,  based  on  San  Francisco  Planning 
Department  transportation  analysis  guidelines. 

^  Prior  to  1989,  when  the  building  at  345  Mission  Street  was  on  the  site,  there  were  an  additional 
approximately  460  employees,  for  a  total  of  1,030.  The  demolished  345  Mission  Street  building  (a  total  of 
about  170,150  gsf)  contained  126,732  gsf  of  pre-existing  office  space.  This  building  had  to  be  demolished 
following  the  Loma  Prieta  earthquake.  See  Letter  of  Determination,  Laurence  Badiner,  Zoning 
Administrator,  San  Francisco  Planning  Department,  letter  to  Pamela  Duffy,  Esq.,  Coblentz,  Patch,  Duffy 
and  Bass,  July  8,  2002. 

Data  from  Association  of  Bay  Area  Governments,  Projections  2000,  located  at 
http://www.abag.ca.gov/abag/overview/pub/p2000. 
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Based  on  standard  household  density  factors  (about  1 .8  persons  per  dwelling  unit)  in  use  in  San 
Francisco,^  the  proposed  residential  portion  of  the  project  is  estimated  to  accommodate 
approximately  575  people.  The  City  is  projected  to  need  20,372  additional  dwelling  units  by 
2006,  an  average  yearly  need  of  about  2,716  net  new  dwelling  units.^  The  proposed  project 
would  contribute  about  320  units  to  the  City's  housing  stock.  The  project  would  not  create 
substantial  demand  for  new  housing.^  The  project's  approximately  320  residential  units  would 
more  than  offset  housing  demand  from  the  employment  in  the  project.  Because  the  units  are 
proposed  to  be  market-rate  housing,  they  would  not  fiilfill  needs  at  all  levels  identified  in 
ABAG's  Regional  Housing  Needs  Determination.  However,  as  discussed  in  Chapter  II,  Project 
Description,  p.  25,  the  project  sponsor  would  be  required  to  comply  with  the  inclusionary  housing 
requirements  in  Planning  Code  Section  315  on-  or  off-site  or  by  payment  of  an  in-lieu  fee.  The 
requirement  varies  between  5  and  17  percent,  depending  on  the  nature  of  approvals  requested, 
when  the  building  permit  application  was  submitted,  and  method  of  compliance. 

It  is  expected  that  some  workers  employed  by  businesses  on  the  project  site  would  want  to  live  in 
San  Francisco.  In  addition,  some  new  jobs  would  be  filled  by  individuals  who  already  live  and 
work  in  the  City;  those  who  live  in  the  City  but  who  were  previously  not  employed  or  who 
worked  outside  the  City;  those  who  live  in  the  surrounding  communities;  or  those  unable  to 
afford  to  reside  in  the  City.  New  workers  would  also  increase  demand  for  housing  in  other  parts 
of  the  Bay  Area.  (See  Appendix  A,  Initial  Study,  pp.  15-17,  for  further  discussion  of  housing 
demand.) 

Direct  increases  in  housing  and  employment,  such  as  those  from  the  proposed  project,  could 
induce  further  growth  in  business  and  employment  to  provide  a  range  of  goods  and  services  to 


^  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  Planning  Department  and  San  Francisco  Redevelopment 
Agency,  Mission  Bay  Final  Subsequent  EIR,  Planning  Department  File  No.  96.77 IE,  SCH  No.  97092068, 
Vol.  IV,  Appendices,  Table  C.6,  p.  C.5,  certified  September  17,  1998.  The  project  proposes  about  320 
residential  units. 

^  Association  of  Bay  Area  Governments,  Regional  Housing  Needs  Determination  1999-2006, 
located  at  http://www.abag.org/planning/housingneeds/99rhnd.htm. 

^  Based  on  an  employed-resident  density  factor  of  1.63  employee  per  household,  the  increase  in 
employment  due  to  project  development  would  create  an  additional  demand  for  about  22  residential  units 
(35  net  new  jobs  divided  by  a  factor  of  1.63  employees  per  household  results  in  a  demand  for  22  residential 
units).  Employed-resident  density  factor  of  1.63  employee  per  household  is  from  Keyser  Marston 
Associates,  Inc.  and  Gabriel  Roche,  Inc.,  Jobs  Housing  Nexus  Analysis,  City  of  San  Francisco,  July  1997, 
Section  III,  p.  32. 
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meet  the  needs  of  the  residents  and  employees  at  301  Mission  Street.  Some  of  the  growth  would 
occur  locally  in  San  Francisco,  particularly  in  the  area  near  the  Transbay  Terminal  if  the  proposed 
redevelopment  plan  is  adopted.  Some  growth  could  occur  elsewhere  in  the  City  and  in  the 
region.  The  direct  and  indirect  growth  of  the  proposed  project  in  San  Francisco  and  the  region  is 
anticipated  in  ABAG's  regional  forecasts  of  employment,  households,  and  population  growth. 
While  the  increase  in  numbers  of  residents  and  employees  on  the  project  site  would  be  noticeable 
to  neighbors,  these  levels  are  common  and  accepted  in  high-density  urban  areas  such  as  San 
Francisco. 

Since  the  project  does  not  have  unusual  labor  requirements,  it  would  be  expected  that  project 
construction  would  meet  its  need  for  labor  within  the  regional  labor  market  for  construction 
projects  in  San  Francisco  without  attracting  construction  labor  from  areas  beyond  the  region's 
borders. 

The  project  would  be  an  infill  project  in  a  densely  developed  urban  area.  It  would  not  require 
new  or  expanded  municipal  infrastructure  not  already  under  consideration.  In  view  of  the  above, 
there  is  no  evidence  to  suggest  the  project  would  result  in  additional  development  in  the  vicinity 
of  the  project  that  would  not  otherwise  occur. 
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Mitigation  measures  have  been  identified  in  this  EIR  and  the  Initial  Study  that  would  reduce  or 
eliminate  potential  significant  environmental  impacts  of  the  proposed  project.  Mitigation 
measures  for  noise,  construction  air  quality,  and  archaeological  resources  have  been  included  in 
the  project  and  were  listed  in  the  Initial  Study.  The  project  would  not  cause  significant  project- 
specific  traffic  impacts  or  contribute  substantially  to  cumulative  traffic  impacts.  Because  there 
would  be  significant  cumulative  traffic  impacts  in  the  fiiture,  a  mitigation  measure  that  would 
help  to  reduce  traffic  impacts  has  been  identified  but  is  not  included  in  the  project;  this  measure 
would  not  reduce  cumulative  impacts  to  less-than-significant  levels.  Improvement  measures  that 
would  reduce  impacts  determined  to  be  less  than  significant  are  also  identified  in  this  chapter. 
Most  of  the  mitigation  measures  have  been  included  in  the  project  and  some  may  be  the 
responsibility  of  other  agencies.  Other  measures  may  be  required  by  decision  makers  as 
conditions  of  project  approval  if  the  project  is  approved. 

Existing  City,  state  and  federal  regulations  require  a  variety  of  protective  and  other  measures  that 
would  also  serve  to  mitigate  potential  project  impacts.  These  measures  are  not  identified  in  this 
chapter;  rather,  they  are  assumed  to  constitute  part  of  the  project,  and  compliance  with  the 
measures  would  be  monitored  by  the  appropriate  regulatory  agencies.  City-mandated  controls  on 
the  project  would  include  a  limitation  on  construction  noise  (San  Francisco  Noise  Ordinance, 
Article  29  of  the  San  Francisco  Police  Code,  1972);  a  prohibition  on  the  use  of  mirrored  glass  on 
the  building  (City  Planning  Commission  Resolution  No.  9212);  protective  measures  against  lead- 
based  paint  exposure  (Chapter  36  of  the  San  Francisco  Building  Code,  Work  Practices  for 
Exterior  Lead-Based  Paint)  and  the  requirement  for  street  trees  (Planning  Code,  Section  143). 
The  project  sponsor  and  construction  contractors  would  also  be  required  to  observe  state  and 
federal  OSHA  safety  requirements  related  to  handling  and  disposal  of  other  hazardous  materials, 
such  as  asbestos  and  hazardous  materials  in  water  and  soils. 

MEASURES  AGREED  TO  BY  PROJECT  SPONSOR 

Mitigation  measures  included  in  the  proposed  project  are  listed  below.  Implementafion  of  these 
measures  would  reduce  impacts  to  less-than-significant  levels. 
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Noise 

1.  It  is  likely  that  pile  driving  would  be  required  for  this  project.  The  project  sponsor  shall 
require  construction  contractors  to  predrill  holes  to  the  maximum  depth  feasible  based  on 
soil  conditions.  The  project  sponsor  shall  also  require  that  contractors  schedule  pile 
driving  activity  for  times  of  the  day  that  would  be  consistent  with  the  San  Francisco 
Noise  Ordinance,  to  disturb  the  fewest  people.  Contractors  shall  be  required  to  use 
construction  equipment  with  state-of-the-art  noise  shielding  and  muffling  devices. 

Construction  Air  Quality 

2.  To  reduce  particulate  emissions,  the  project  sponsor  shall  require  the  contractor(s)  to 
spray  the  site  with  water  during  demolition,  excavation,  and  construction  activities;  spray 
unpaved  construction  areas  with  water  at  least  twice  per  day;  cover  stockpiles  of  soil, 
sand,  and  other  material;  cover  trucks  hauling  debris,  soils,  sand  or  other  such  material; 
and  sweep  surrounding  streets  during  demolition,  excavation,  and  construction  at  least 
once  per  day.  Ordinance  175-91,  passed  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  on  May  6,  1991, 
requires  that  non-potable  water  be  used  for  dust  control  activities.  Therefore,  the  project 
sponsor  shall  require  that  contractor(s)  obtain  reclaimed  water  jfrom  the  Clean  Water 
Program  for  this  purpose.  The  project  sponsor  shall  require  the  project  contractor(s)  to 
maintain  and  operate  construction  equipment  so  as  to  minimize  exhaust  emissions  of 
particulates  and  other  pollutants,  by  such  means  as  a  prohibition  on  idling  motors  when 
equipment  is  not  in  use  or  when  trucks  are  waiting  in  queues,  and  implementation  of 
specific  maintenance  programs  to  reduce  emissions  for  equipment  that  would  be  in 
frequent  use  for  much  of  the  construction  period. 

Arcliaeological  Resources 

3.  Based  on  a  reasonable  presumption  that  archaeological  resources  may  be  present  within 
the  project  site,  the  following  measures  shall  be  undertaken  to  avoid  any  potentially 
significant  adverse  effect  from  the  proposed  project  on  buried  or  submerged  historical 
resources.  The  project  sponsor  shall  retain  the  services  of  a  qualified  archaeological 
consultant  having  expertise  in  California  prehistoric  and  urban  historical  archaeology. 
The  archaeological  consultant  shall  undertake  an  archaeological  testing  program  as 
specified  herein.  In  addition,  the  consultant  shall  be  available  to  conduct  an 
archaeological  monitoring  and/or  data  recovery  program  if  required  pursuant  to  this 
measure.  The  archaeological  consultant's  work  shall  be  conducted  in  accordance  with 
this  measure  at  the  direction  of  the  Environmental  Review  Officer  (ERO).  All  plans  and 
reports  prepared  by  the  consultant  as  specified  herein  shall  be  submitted  first  and  directly 
to  the  ERO  for  review  and  comment,  and  shall  be  considered  draft  reports  subject  to 
revision  until  final  approval  by  the  ERO.  Archaeological  monitoring  and/or  data 
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recovery  programs  required  by  this  measure  could  suspend  construction  of  the  project  for 
up  to  a  maximum  of  four  weeks.  At  the  direction  of  the  ERO,  the  suspension  of 
construction  can  be  extended  beyond  four  weeks  only  if  such  a  suspension  is  the  only 
feasible  means  to  reduce  to  a  less-than-significant  level  potential  effects  on  a  significant 
archaeological  resource  as  defined  in  CEQA  Guidelines  Sect.  15064.5  (a)(c). 

Archaeological  Testing  Program.  The  archaeological  consultant  shall  prepare  and  submit 
to  the  ERO  for  review  and  approval  an  archaeological  testing  plan  (ATP).  The 
archaeological  testing  program  shall  be  conducted  in  accordance  with  the  approved  ATP. 
The  ATP  shall  identify  the  property  types  of  the  expected  archaeological  resource(s)  that 
potentially  could  be  adversely  affected  by  the  proposed  project,  the  testing  method  to  be 
used,  and  the  locations  recommended  for  testing.  The  purpose  of  the  archaeological 
testing  program  will  be  to  determine  to  the  extent  possible  the  presence  or  absence  of 
archaeological  resources  and  to  identify  and  to  evaluate  whether  any  archaeological 
resource  encountered  on  the  site  constitutes  an  historical  resource  under  CEQA. 

At  the  completion  of  the  archaeological  testing  program,  the  archaeological  consultant 
shall  submit  a  written  report  of  the  findings  to  the  ERO.  If  based  on  the  archaeological 
testing  program  the  archaeological  consultant  finds  that  significant  archaeological 
resources  may  be  present,  the  ERO  in  consultation  with  the  archaeological  consultant 
shall  determine  if  additional  measures  are  warranted.  Additional  measures  that  may  be 
undertaken  include  additional  archaeological  testing,  archaeological  monitoring,  and/or 
an  archaeological  data  recovery  program.  If  the  ERO  determines  that  a  significant 
archaeological  resource  is  present  and  that  the  resource  could  be  adversely  affected  by 
the  proposed  project,  at  the  discretion  of  the  project  sponsor  either: 

1.  The  proposed  project  shall  be  re-designed  so  as  to  avoid  any  adverse  effect  on  the 
significant  archaeological  resource;  or 

2.  A  data  recovery  program  shall  be  implemented,  unless  the  ERO  determines  that 
the  archaeological  resource  is  of  greater  interpretive  than  research  significance 
and  that  interpretive  use  of  the  resource  is  feasible. 

Archaeological  Monitoring  Program.  If  the  ERO  in  consultation  with  the  archaeological 
consultant  determines  that  an  archaeological  monitoring  program  shall  be  implemented 
the  archaeological  monitoring  program  shall  minimally  include  the  following  provisions: 

•         The  archaeological  consultant,  project  sponsor,  and  ERO  shall  meet  and  consult 
on  the  scope  of  the  AMP  reasonably  prior  to  any  project-related  soils  disturbing 
activities  commencing.  The  ERO  in  consultation  with  the  archaeological 
consultant  shall  determine  what  project  activities  shall  be  archeologically 
monitored.  In  most  cases,  any  soils-  disturbing  activides,  such  as  demolition, 
foundation  removal,  excavation,  grading,  utilities  installation,  foundation  work, 
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driving  of  piles  (foundation,  shoring,  etc.),  site  remediation,  etc.,  shall  require 
archaeological  monitoring  because  of  the  risk  these  activities  pose  to  potential 
archaeological  resources  and  to  their  depositional  context; 

•  The  archaeological  consultant  shall  advise  all  project  contractors  to  be  on  the 
alert  for  evidence  of  the  presence  of  the  expected  resource(s),  of  how  to  identify 
the  evidence  of  the  expected  resource(s),  and  of  the  appropriate  protocol  in  the 
event  of  apparent  discovery  of  an  archaeological  resource; 

•  The  archaeological  monitor(s)  shall  be  present  on  the  project  site  according  to  a 
schedule  agreed  upon  by  the  archaeological  consultant  and  the  ERO  until  the 
ERO  has,  in  consultation  v^ilh  project  archaeological  consultant,  determined  that 
project  construction  activities  could  have  no  effects  on  significant  archaeological 
deposits; 

•  The  archaeological  monitor  shall  record  and  be  authorized  to  collect  soil  samples 
and  artifactual/ecofactual  material  as  warranted  for  analysis; 

•  If  an  intact  archaeological  deposit  is  encountered,  all  soils-disturbing  activities  in 
the  vicinity  of  the  deposit  shall  cease.  Tlie  archaeological  monitor  shall  be 
empowered  to  temporarily  redirect  demolition/excavation/pile 
driving/construction  activities  and  equipment  until  the  deposit  is  evaluated.  If  in 
the  case  of  pile  driving  activity  (foundation,  shoring,  etc.),  the  archaeological 
monitor  has  cause  to  believe  that  the  pile  driving  activity  may  affect  an 
archaeological  resource,  the  pile  driving  activity  shall  be  terminated  until  an 
appropriate  evaluation  of  the  resource  has  been  made  in  consultation  with  the 
ERO.  The  archaeological  consultant  shall  immediately  notify  the  ERO  of  the 
encountered  archaeological  deposit.  The  archaeological  consultant  shall  make  a 
reasonable  effort  to  assess  the  identity,  integrity,  and  significance  of  the 
encountered  archaeological  deposit,  and  present  the  findings  of  this  assessment  to 
the  ERO. 

Whether  or  not  significant  archaeological  resources  are  encountered,  the  archaeological 
consultant  shall  submit  a  written  report  of  the  findings  of  the  monitoring  program  to  the 
ERO. 

Archaeological  Data  Recovery  Program.  The  archaeological  data  recovery  program 
shall  be  conducted  in  accord  with  an  archaeological  data  recovery  plan  (ADRP).  The 
archaeological  consultant,  project  sponsor,  and  ERO  shall  meet  and  consult  on  the  scope 
of  the  ADRP  prior  to  preparation  of  a  draft  ADRP.  The  archaeological  consultant  shall 
submit  a  draft  ADRP  to  the  ERO.  The  ADRP  shall  identify  how  the  proposed  data 
recovery  program  will  preserve  the  significant  information  the  archaeological  resource  is 
expected  to  contain.  That  is,  the  ADRP  will  identify  what  scientific/historical  research 
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questions  are  applicable  to  the  expected  resource,  what  data  classes  the  resource  is 
expected  to  possess,  and  how  the  expected  data  classes  would  address  the  applicable 
research  questions.  Data  recovery,  in  general,  should  be  limited  to  the  portions  of  the 
historical  property  that  could  be  adversely  affected  by  the  proposed  project.  Destructive 
data  recovery  methods  shall  not  be  applied  to  portions  of  the  archaeological  resources  if 
nondestructive  methods  are  practical. 

The  scope  of  the  ADRP  shall  include  the  following  elements: 

•  Field  Methods  and  Procedures.  Descriptions  of  proposed  field  strategies, 
procedures,  and  operations. 

•  Cataloguing  and  Laboratory  Analysis.  Description  of  selected  cataloguing 
system  and  artifact  analysis  procedures. 

•  Discard  and  Deaccession  Policy.  Description  of  and  rationale  for  field  and 
post-field  discard  and  deaccession  policies. 

•  Interpretive  Program.  Consideration  of  an  on-site/off-site  public  interpretive 
program  during  the  course  of  the  archaeological  data  recovery  program. 

•  Security  Measures.  Recommended  security  measures  to  protect  the 
archaeological  resource  fi-om  vandalism,  looting,  and  non-intentionally  damaging 
activities. 

•  Final  Report.  Description  of  proposed  report  format  and  distribution  of  results. 

•  Curation.  Description  of  the  procedures  and  recommendations  for  the  curation 
of  any  recovered  data  having  potential  research  value,  identification  of 
appropriate  curation  facilities,  and  a  summary  of  the  accession  policies  of  the 
curation  facilities. 

Human  Remains  and  Associated  or  Unassociated  Funerary  Objects.  The  treatment  of 
human  remains  and  of  associated  or  unassociated  funerary  objects  discovered  during  any 
soils  disturbing  activity  shall  comply  with  applicable  State  and  Federal  laws.  This  shall 
include  immediate  notification  of  the  Coroner  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 
and  in  the  event  of  the  Coroner's  determination  that  the  human  remains  are  Native 
American  remains,  notification  of  the  California  State  Native  American  Heritage 
Commission  (NAHC)  who  shall  appoint  a  Most  Likely  Descendant  (MLD)  (Pub.  Res. 
Code  Sec.  5097.98).  The  archaeological  consultant,  project  sponsor,  and  MLD  shall 
make  all  reasonable  efforts  to  develop  an  agreement  for  the  treatment  of,  with  appropriate 
dignity,  human  remains  and  associated  or  unassociated  fiinerary  objects  (CEQA 
Guidelines.  Sec.  15064.5(d)).  The  agreement  should  take  into  consideration  the 
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appropriate  excavation,  removal,  recordation,  analysis,  custodianship,  curation,  and  final 
disposition  of  the  human  remains  and  associated  or  unassociated  funerary  objects. 

Final  Archaeological  Resources  Report.  The  archaeological  consultant  shall  submit  a 
Draft  Final  Archaeological  Resources  Report  (FARR)  to  the  ERO  that  evaluates  the 
historical  significance  of  any  discovered  archaeological  resource  and  describes  the 
archaeological  and  historical  research  methods  employed  in  the  archaeological 
testing/monitoring/data  recovery  program(s)  undertaken.  Information  that  may  put  at  risk 
any  archaeological  resource  shall  be  provided  in  a  separate  removable  insert  within  the 
final  report. 

Once  approved  by  the  ERO,  copies  of  the  FARR  shall  be  distributed  as  follows: 
California  Archaeological  Site  Survey  Northwest  Information  Center  (NWIC)  shall 
receive  one  (1)  copy  and  the  ERO  shall  receive  a  copy  of  the  transmittal  of  the  FARR  to 
the  NWIC.  The  Major  Environmental  Analysis  division  of  the  Planning  Department  shall 
receive  three  copies  of  the  FARR  along  with  copies  of  any  formal  site  recordation  forms 
(CA  DPR  523  series)  and/or  documentation  for  nomination  to  the  National  Register  of 
Historic  Places/California  Register  of  Historical  Resources.  In  instances  of  high  public 
interest  in  or  the  high  interpretive  value  of  the  resource,  the  ERO  may  require  a  different 
final  report  content,  format,  and  distribution  than  that  presented  above. 

As  discussed  by  topic  above,  and  with  inclusion  of  these  mitigation  measures,  the  project  itself 
would  not  have  a  significant  project-specific  or  cumulative  impact  on  the  environment. 
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IMPROVEMENT  MEASURES  IDENTIFIED  BY  THIS  REPORT 

Improvement  measures  are  actions  or  changes  that  would  reduce  effects  of  the  project  that  were 
found  through  the  environmental  analysis  to  have  less-than-significant  impacts.  Improvement 
measures  identified  in  the  EIR  may  be  required  by  decision  makers  as  conditions  of  project 
approval.  The  following  improvement  measures  are  identified  in  the  EIR: 

Wind 

Although  no  significant  wind  impacts  due  to  the  project  were  found  during  the  wind  study 
analysis,  the  project  would  cause  one  new  exceedance  of  the  pedestrian  comfort  criterion  and  one 
new  exceedance  of  the  sitting  comfort  criterion.  The  wind  analysis  recommends  the  installation 
of  street  trees  along  the  north  side  of  the  400  block  on  Mission  Street  to  reduce  the  1  mph 
exceedance  there.  Implementation  of  this  measure  would  be  the  responsibility  of  the  Department 
of  Public  Works. 

Parking 

The  shortfall  of  about  104  to  236  parking  spaces  is  not  considered  a  significant  impact  in  the 
City,  particularly  in  the  downtown  core  where  commuter  parking  is  discouraged.  The  project  site 
is  well-served  by  transit,  with  local  and  regional  transit  services  provided  on  Mission  and  Market 
Streets  and  at  the  Transbay  Transit  Terminal,  a  regional  transit  hub  across  Fremont  Street. 
Sufficient  parking  is  available  in  nearby  off-site  garages  to  accommodate  the  project's  shortfall. 
Improvement  measures  could  be  implemented  to  reduce  the  parking  demand.  Identified 
improvement  measures  include  one  or  more  of  the  following:  encourage  office  and  retail 
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employees  to  use  alternative  means  of  travel;  provide  reduced  rate  or  free  transit  passes  to 
employees;  provide  on-site  transit  information,  such  as  schedules,  fare  guides,  and  maps,  and 
provide  transit  maps  and  directions  for  transit  at  the  project's  web  site;  and  coordinate  with  City 
CarShare  to  promote  the  use  of  car-sharing  by  residents. 

Traffic 

The  following  improvement  measure  could  frirther  reduce  non-significant  project  impacts  on 
circulation.  Project  sponsor  would  request  the  Department  of  Parking  and  Traffic  to  install  a 
flashing  red  signal  across  from  the  project  driveway  on  Fremont  Street  (at  project  sponsor's 
expense),  with  appropriate  signage,  advising  motorists  exiting  the  driveway  to  yield  to  oncoming 
traffic,  including  buses  exiting  the  Transbay  loop. 

#  The  project  sponsor  shall  contribute  to  the  Department  of  Parking  and  Traffic's  new  Integrated 
Transportation  Management  System  (ITMS).  This  program  is  a  citywide  real-time  electronic 
transportation  management  system  that  is  planned  to  include  installation  of  various  intelligent 
transportation  system  infrastructure  components  to  improve  traffic  circulation  in  the  City. 
Implementation  of  the  ITMS  program  is  intended  to  improve  overall  traffic  conditions  and  to 
reduce  traffic  congestion  in  the  City,  including  the  South  of  Market  area  in  which  the  project  is 
located.  By  improving  overall  traffic  conditions  and  reducing  traffic  congestion,  the  ITMS  would 
facilitate  circulation  in  the  project  area.  It  carmot  be  said  with  certainty,  however,  that 
implementation  of  the  ITMS  program  would  be  sufficient  to  reduce  2020  cumulative  impacts  to 
less-than-significant  levels. 

#  A  sign  warning  vehicles  exiting  the  driveway  to  stop  for  buses,  pedestrians  and  other  vehicles 
could  be  installed  as  part  of  the  proposed  project. 

#  Transit 

The  project  sponsor  would  provide  a  transportation  services  broker  for  the  project's  office  and 
commercial  uses,  to  facilitate  transit  and  ridesharing  by  employees  by  providing  transit 
information,  coordinate  ridesharing  activities,  assist  tenant  employers  in  considering  flex -time 
arrangements  for  employees,  and  network  with  other  transportation  brokerage  services  in 
downtown  San  Francisco. 
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In  accordance  with  Section  21067  of  the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act  (CEQA),  and  with 
Section  15126(b)  of  the  state  CEQA  Guidelines,  the  purpose  of  this  section  is  to  identify  impacts 
that  could  not  be  eliminated  or  reduced  to  an  insignificant  level  by  mitigation  measures  included 
as  part  of  the  proposed  project,  or  by  other  mitigation  measures  that  could  be  implemented, 
identified  in  Chapter  IV,  Mitigation  Measures,  pp.  134-141. 

With  implementation  of  the  mitigation  measures  listed  in  Chapter  IV,  Mitigation  Measures,  the 
potentially  significant  impacts  due  to  the  project  individually  and  cumulatively  would  be  reduced 
to  less-than-significant  levels  or  eliminated.  Therefore,  there  would  be  no  significant  unavoidable 
project-specific  or  cumulative  impacts  fi-om  the  301  Mission  Street  project. 

#   The  project  sponsor  has  agreed  to  implement  the  mitigation  measures  identified  as  Measures 
Agreed  to  by  Project  Sponsor  in  Chapter  IV,  in  an  agreement  dated  February  10,  2003. 
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This  chapter  identifies  alternatives  to  the  proposed  project  and  discusses  the  environmental 
effects  associated  with  the  alternatives  in  comparison  to  the  proposed  project.  San  Francisco 
decision  makers  must  consider  approval  of  an  alternative  if  that  alternative  would  substantially 
lessen  or  avoid  significant  environmental  impacts  identified  for  the  proposed  project  and  that 
alternative  is  determined  to  be  feasible.  The  determination  of  feasibility  will  be  made  by  City 
decision  makers. 

The  following  alternatives  are  discussed  and  evaluated  in  this  chapter:  a  No  Project  Alternative; 
an  Alternative  Requiring  No  Allowable  Exceptions;  an  Alternative  Requiring  No  Allowable 
Height  Extension;  an  Alternative  Mixed  Use  Development  with  More  Office  and  Less  Residential 
Space;  and  two  alternatives  that  would  accommodate  future  development  of  the  proposed 
Transbay  Terminal/Caltrain  Downtown  Extension,  now  under  review.  The  two  alternatives 
consist  of  an  Alternative  to  Accommodate  Transbay  Terminal  and  Second-to-Main-Street 
Caltrain  Extension  Alignment;  and  an  Alternative  to  Accommodate  Transbay  Terminal  and 
Second-to-Mission-Street  Caltrain  Extension  Alignment.  See  Table  7  for  a  comparison  of  the 
alternatives  and  the  proposed  project. 

The  project  sponsor  does  not  have  control  of  other  sites  in  San  Francisco  of  sufficient  size  and  in 
a  location  appropriate  for  development  of  the  project  as  proposed.  No  alternative  sites  have  been 
identified  within  the  City  where  the  project  could  be  constructed  that  would  meet  most  of  the 
project  sponsor's  objectives  and  where  the  project's  significant  environmental  impacts  would  be 
substantially  lessened  or  avoided. 

A.      NO  PROJECT 

The  California  Environmental  Quality  Act  (CEQA)  and  the  State  CEQA  Guidelines  require  that  a 
No  Project  Alternative  be  included  in  EIRs.  One  of  the  purposes  of  the  No  Project  Alternative  is 
to  allow  decision  makers  to  compare  the  effects  of  the  proposed  project  with  the  effects  of  not 
approving  a  project. 
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DESCRIPTION 

The  No  Project  Alternative  would  retain  the  existing  three  buildings  and  the  vacant  lot  on  the  site. 
No  new  mixed  use  development  with  hotel,  residential,  office,  restaurant/retail  or  parking  uses 
would  occur  on  the  site.  The  site  would  continue  to  be  used  for  office  and  retail.  This  reflects  the 
existing  physical  conditions  on  the  project  site  that  are  described  in  the  Setting  discussions  in 
Chapter  III.  This  alternative  would  not  preclude  future  proposals  for  development  of  the  site, 
including  the  vacant  lot  in  the  northwest  comer  at  345  Mission  Street.' 

IMPACTS 

If  the  No  Project  Alternative  were  implemented,  increased  population  and  impacts  associated 
with  the  project  would  not  occur.  Environmental  conditions  at  the  site  would  continue  to  be  as 
described  in  the  Setting  discussions  in  Chapter  III.  Land  use,  visual  quality  and  urban  design, 
shadow  and  wind  conditions  would  not  change.  Because  no  project  excavation  or  construction 
would  occur,  there  would  be  no  effect  on  archaeological  resources,  geology  and  soils,  hydrology 
and  dewatering,  hazards,  energy  use,  or  noise. 

Continued  growth  in  the  downtown  and  in  the  project  vicinity  would  create  future  significant 
cumulative  transportation  and  air  quality  impacts,  and  would  contribute  air  emissions  from  fiiture 
traffic  growth.  However,  under  the  No  Project  Alternative,  activity  at  the  site  would  not 
contribute  to  these  cumulative  impacts,  beyond  existing  contributions. 

The  No  Project  Alternative  does  not  preclude  development  of  the  site  in  the  future  with  a  range  of 
uses,  or  combination  of  uses,  allowable  as  principal  and/or  permitted  uses  in  the  C-3-0  District. 
Any  specific  detail  about  the  characteristics  of  such  a  proposal  would  be  speculative.  Other 
development  could  be  proposed  for  the  whole  site  or  the  vacant  lot. 


'  The  vacant  portion  of  the  site  is  part  of  "L-shaped"  Lot  17  in  Block  3719.  This  lot  also  includes 
129  Fremont  Street  and  124  Beale  Street. 
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B.      NO  ALLOWABLE  EXCEPTIONS  TO  THE  PLANNING  CODE 
DESCRIPTION 

Alternative  B  would  not  require  the  allowable  exceptions  to  the  Planning  Code  that  would  be 
needed  for  the  project.  The  tower  component  of  this  alternative  would  be  550  feet  tall  and  would 
conform  to  the  applicable  "S"  bulk  limits  resulting  in  a  tiered  tower  form  that  would  decrease  in 
bulk  with  increased  height  (see  Figure  29:  Alternative  B,  Schematic  Massing  Diagram).  No 
upper-tower  height  extension  or  bulk  exception  would  be  requested.  The  tower  form  atop  the 
western  portion  of  the  base  (which  allows  more  height  under  site  zoning  than  the  eastern  portion) 
would  be  articulated  into  three  volumes,  each  successively  less  bulky  than  the  one  below  it.  The 
tower  would  be  more  bulky  at  the  base  and  more  slender  at  the  top  compared  to  the  project,  and 
would  have  a  three-part  tower  with  a  defined  base,  middle  and  top.  No  height  extension  would  be 
needed  because  all  of  the  floor  area  in  the  project  program,  including  TDRs,  could  be 
accommodated  in  the  building  envelope.  To  remain  within  the  18:1  Floor  Area  Ratio  (FAR),  the 
base  element  would  be  lower  than  the  allowable  103 -foot  base  height  and/or  would  cover  a 
smaller  portion  of  the  site  than  the  full  site  coverage  allowable  under  the  applicable  height  and 
bulk  provisions. 

Alternative  B  would  contain  the  same  mix  of  uses,  in  the  same  amounts,  as  the  proposed  project. 
As  with  the  project,  it  would  require  a  Conditional  Use  authorization  for  hotel  use  in  the  C-3-0 
District.  The  office  uses  would  be  incorporated  within  the  base  element.  Pedestrian  access  to  the 
building  would  be  the  same  as  the  proposed  project  with  a  central,  publicly  accessible  atrium 
entered  from  Mission  Street,  separate  street  entrances  to  each  of  the  four  restaurant  or  retail 
spaces  located  along  Mission,  Fremont  and  Beale  Streets,  a  separate  entrance  to  the  office  lobby 
on  Mission  Street  or  from  the  central  atrium,  a  shared  Mission  Street  entrance  to  the  hotel  and 
residential  lobbies  and  another  shared  entrance  fi-om  the  porte  cochere  at  the  southwest  comer  of 
the  site. 

Vehicular  circulation  would  function  in  substantially  the  same  manner  as  the  proposed  project 
with  a  porte  cochere,  two-way  drive,  and  freight  loading  in  roughly  the  same  locations  as  the 
proposed  project.  No  Conditional  Use  authorization  would  be  required  for  residential  parking 
exceeding  accessory  amounts  under  Planning  Code  Section  204.5.  The  project  could  provide  the 
allowable  number  of  spaces  under  Section  204.5,  which  is  200.  Of  this,  120  would  be  dedicated 
to  residential  use  (150  percent  of  the  80  spaces  required)  and  the  remaining  80  spaces  would  be 
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for  commercial  use.  This  would  be  200  fewer  spaces  than  in  the  proposed  project.  As  with  the 
project,  parking  would  be  subsurface. 

IMPACTS 

Because  the  building  would  include  the  same  mix  of  uses  in  the  same  amounts  as  the  proposed 
project  and  would  function  in  essentially  the  same  manner  in  terms  of  pedestrian  and  vehicular 
circulation,  its  impacts  with  respect  to  land  use,  transportation,  air  quality,  and  population  would 
be  the  same  as  those  of  the  proposed  project.  Based  on  parking  demand,  it  would  result  in  a 
greater  parking  shortfall  than  the  project.  Alternative  B  would  differ  from  the  proposed  project 
primarily  with  respect  to  visual  quality  and  shadow  effects.  Effects  on  cultural  resources, 
geology  and  soils,  hydrology  and  dewatering,  hazards,  energy  use,  and  noise  would  be  the  same 
as  the  project  (see  Appendix  A:  Initial  Study). 

At  550  feet  tall  Alternative  B  would  be  about  55  feet  shorter  than  the  proposed  project  and  it 
would  be  bulkier  than  the  proposed  project  at  the  lower  tower  levels  and  more  slender  at  the  top. 
This  alternative's  massing  would  vary;  its  stepped  silhouette  would  be  less  vertical  in  emphasis 
than  the  proposed  project  tower  because  its  vertical  lines  would  be  divided  by  three  successive 
setbacks.  This  tiered  form  would  be  more  consistent  with  the  nearby  100  First  Street  building 
form  than  would  the  project.  The  topmost  tier  of  Alternative  B,  from  350  feet  in  height  to  its 
termination  at  550  feet,  would  be  smaller  than  the  proposed  project  at  the  same  height  (measuring 
eight  feet  less  than  the  proposed  project  in  maximum  length,  nine  feet  less  in  diagonal  dimension 
and  less  by  about  1,800  sq.  ft.  in  average  floor-plate  size).  This  alternative  would  not  include  a 
separate  office  envelope  on  the  eastern  portion  of  this  site,  as  office  uses  would  be  incorporated 
into  the  base. 

Alternative  B  would  create  less  shadow  than  the  proposed  project  on  sidewalks  farther  away  from 
the  project  site,  and  more  shadow  on  the  sidewalks  in  proximity  to  the  project  site,  due  to  the 
larger  base  component.  The  total  length  of  shadow  created  by  the  tower  would  be  reduced  in 
proportion  to  the  reduction  in  height  under  Alterative  B.  The  public  and  publicly  accessible  open 
space  shaded  under  proposed  project  conditions  would  be  similarly  shaded  as  with  the  project 
under  Alternative  B  conditions. 
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Like  the  proposed  project,  Alternative  B  would  not  be  expected  to  cause  hazardous  wind 
conditions  and  would  likely  cause  ground-level  wind  speeds  that  are  similar  to  those  with  the 
proposed  project.  The  three  setbacks  of  the  tower  in  Alternative  B  would  not  be  of  sufficient 
dimension  to  vary  ground-level  wind  conditions  from  those  of  the  proposed  project,  and  the  base 
would  be  bulkier. 


This  alternative  would  provide  120  more  parking  spaces  than  required  by  Code.  Compared  to 
estimated  demand,  the  parking  shortfall  would  be  about  355  to  445  spaces  with  this  alternative, 
about  200  spaces  more  than  the  proposed  project.  Off-street  parking  occupancy  in  the  study  area 
would  increase  to  about  91  percent,  compared  to  86  percent  with  the  project.  It  could  be  difficult 
for  drivers  to  find  parking  in  the  study  area,  which  may  result  in  drivers  parking  farther  away 
from  the  project  site  or  switching  to  other  modes  of  travel.  Significant  secondary  impacts  to  the 
transportation  system  would  not  be  expected  to  result  from  this  alternative's  level  of  parking 
occupancy.  Although  there  would  be  no  significant  secondary  impacts,  improvement  measures 
are  identified  for  the  project  that,  if  adopted,  could  reduce  automobile  trips  and  increase  transit 
use  to  reduce  parking  demand  generated  by  the  alternative. 


C.  NO  ALLOWABLE  HEIGHT  EXTENSION 
DESCRIPTION 


Alternative  C  would  not  have  the  allowable  1 0  percent  upper-tower  height  extension  under 
Planning  Code  Section  263.9  that  is  proposed  for  the  project.  It  would  have  54  floors  (four  fewer 
than  the  proposed  project),  and  would  be  approximately  550  feet  tall  (55  feet  shorter  than  the 
proposed  project).  It  would  have  236  residential  units  (84  fewer  units  than  the  proposed  project), 
and  316  subsurface  parking  spaces  (84  fewer  than  the  proposed  project).  It  would  otherwise  be 
identical  to  the  proposed  project  with  respect  to  its  dimensions,  design  and  program  (see  Figure 
30:  Alternative  C,  Mission  Street  Elevation).  The  Floor  Area  Ratio  (FAR)  would  be  17:1  As 
with  the  project,  the  alternative  would  require  a  Conditional  Use  authorization  for  hotel  use  in  the 
C-3-0  District. 


Alternative  C  would  conform  to  the  height  limit  with  no  allowable  upper-tower  height  extension, 
but,  since  its  upper-tower  floor  plate  measurements  would  be  identical  to  the  proposed  project,  it 
would  require  the  same  exceptions  from  upper  tower  bulk  limits  on  floor  plate  area,  floor  length 
and  diagonal  measurement  as  would  the  proposed  project.  As  with  the  project,  a  Conditional  Use 


Final  EIR  /  July  31,  2003 


150 


301  Mission  Street  /  2001 .0792E 


SOURCE:  Gary  Edward  Handel  +  Associates,  Turnstone  Consulting 


361  niSSnOH  5TKCCT 

20010792E  FIGURE  30:  ALTERNATIVE  C,  MISSION  STREET  ELEVATION 


151 


VI.  Alternatives  to  the  Proposed  Project 


authorization  would  be  required  for  accessory  parking  in  excess  of  150  percent  of  the  59  spaces 
required  for  the  236  residential  units. 

IMPACTS 

Alternative  C  would  be  a  mixed  use  development  similar  to  the  proposed  project  except  that  it 
would  have  about  26  percent  fewer  residential  units  due  to  the  elimination  of  four  tower  floors, 
and  about  20  percent  fewer  parking  spaces. 

Alternative  C  would  be  similar  in  appearance  to  the  proposed  project.  Its  proportions  would 
appear  slender  with  a  width  to  height  ratio  of  about  1:3.3  (168  feet  wide  measured  at  its  widest 
diagonal,  by  550  feet  tall).  Its  proportions  would  be  somewhat  less  slender  than  those  of  the 
proposed  project,  which  has  a  width  to  height  ratio  of  1 :3.6.  Although  about  50  feet  shorter  than 
50  Fremont  Street,  the  top  of  the  Alternative  C  tower  would  appear  to  closely  align  with  the  top 
of  50  Fremont  Street  when  viewed  from  the  Bay  Bridge  looking  west,  with  the  alternative  being 
closer  to  the  viewer  (see  Figure  3 1 :  Alternative  C,  View  Looking  West  from  the  Bay  Bridge). 

Alternative  C  would  create  less  shadow  on  some  sidewalks.  The  total  length  of  shadow  created 
by  the  tower  would  be  reduced  in  proportion  to  its  reduction  in  height  under  Alterative  C.  The 
public  and  publicly  accessible  open  space  shaded  under  proposed  project  conditions  would  be 
similarly  shaded  as  with  the  project  under  Alternative  C  conditions. 

Alternative  C  conditions  were  tested  in  the  wind  tunnel  (see  Appendix  B:  Wind  Tunnel  Analysis). 
Based  on  that  analysis,  wind  speeds  would  not  be  substantially  greater  or  less  than  with  the 
project  due  to  the  decreased  tower  height.  As  under  existing  conditions,  there  would  be  no 
exceedances  of  the  pedestrian  and  sitting  comfort  criteria.  The  1  mph  exceedance  of  the 
pedestrian  criterion  that  would  occur  with  the  project  on  Mission  Street  near  the  50  Fremont 
Street  building  would  not  occur  with  Alternative  C  (location  5,  as  shown  in  Figure  27,  p.  89). 
Under  the  Alternative  C  Transbay  cumulative  scenario,  there  would  be  one  ground-level 
pedestrian  comfort  criterion  exceedance  on  the  Fremont  Street  sidewalk  at  the  project  site 
(location  22)  that  would  not  occur  under  proposed  project  cumulative  conditions. 

Building  circulation  would  function  in  the  same  manner  as  the  proposed  project  in  terms  of 
pedestrian  and  vehicular  access.  Impacts  with  respect  to  transportation  and  air  quality  would  be 
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similar  to  and  somewhat  less  than  the  proposed  project  under  this  alternative.  There  would  be 
slightly  fewer  p.m.  peak  hour  vehicle  trips  with  Alternative  C,  because  there  would  be  fewer 
residential  units.  The  reduction  would  not  be  large  enough  to  change  the  intersection  levels  of 
service  or  delays  compared  to  those  identified  for  the  proposed  project.  As  with  the  project, 
Alternative  C  would  not  cause  any  nearby  intersections  to  degrade  to  unacceptable  levels. 
Parking  and  loading  demand  would  be  slightly  less  than  for  the  proposed  project.  As  with  the 
project,  air  emissions  from  traffic  generated  by  Alternative  C  would  not  exceed  BAAQMD 
significance  thresholds. 

Alternative  C  would  provide  270  parking  spaces  for  the  residential  units  and  80  publicly 
accessible  spaces  for  the  commercial  uses.  This  would  be  262  more  parking  spaces  than  the  Code 
requirement  of  88  spaces,  and  169  more  than  the  number  allowable  for  the  residential  use  under 
the  Code.  The  alternative  would  require  a  Conditional  Use  authorization  for  the  additional 
parking  spaces.  Parking  demand  would  be  about  575  spaces,  about  67  fewer  than  the  demand  for 
the  proposed  project.  Compared  to  estimated  demand,  the  parking  shortfall  would  be  about  154 
to  225  spaces  with  this  alternative,  about  3  to  17  fewer  than  with  the  proposed  project.  Off-street 
parking  occupancy  in  the  study  area  would  be  about  86  percent,  the  same  as  the  project.  As  with 
the  project,  the  parking  shortfall  could  be  accommodated  in  off-street  parking  facilities  in  the 
project  vicinity,  and  significant  secondary  impacts  to  the  transportation  system  would  not  be 
expected  to  result  from  this  alternative  at  this  level  of  parking  occupancy. 

Effects  of  the  alternative  on  population,  cultural  resources,  geology  and  soils,  hydrology  and 
dewatering,  hazards,  energy  use,  and  noise  would  be  similar  to  the  project  (see  Appendix  A: 
Initial  Study). 

Alternative  C  would  be  the  environmentally  superior  alternative  due  to  its  reduced  program  and 
tower  height. 

D.      MIXED  USE  DEVELOPMENT  WITH  MORE  OFFICE  AND  LESS 
RESIDENTIAL  SPACE 

DESCRIPTION 

Alternative  D  would  provide  more  office  space,  historically  the  predominant  land  use  in  the 
C-3-0  District,  than  would  the  proposed  project.  The  alternative  would  also  be  a  mixed  use 
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development  with  the  same  total  gross  floor  area  as  the  proposed  project,  but  with  a  different 
allocation  of  uses  (see  Figure  32:  Alternative  D,  Section  Showing  Location  of  Uses).  There 
would  be  more  office  space  (a  total  of  about  300,000  gsf)  with  this  alternative,  about  170,000  gsf 
more  than  the  proposed  project.  Due  to  the  greater  amount  of  office  space,  this  alternative  would 
require  about  3,500  square  feet  more  public  open  space  (provided  on  the  roof  of  the  office 
component)  than  the  proposed  project.  Unlike  the  project,  this  alternative  would  require 
authorization  under  Planning  Code  Sections  321-325  for  office  development.  This  alternative 
would  have  less  residential  space  than  the  proposed  project:  about  183  residential  units 
(occupying  347,400  gsf  of  space),  about  137  fewer  units  than  the  proposed  project  (and  about 
203,600  gsf  less  than  the  proposed  project).  Alternative  D  would  include  the  same  amount  of 
hotel,  retail,  and  ancillary  uses  as  the  proposed  project.  As  with  the  project,  it  would  require  a 
Conditional  Use  authorization  for  hotel  use  in  the  C-3-0  District.  The  ground  floor  would 
fimction  in  the  same  marmer  as  the  proposed  project,  with  a  ground-floor  plan  that  would  be 
similar  in  layout. 

The  alternative  would  provide  297  parking  spaces  (103  fewer  than  the  project).  It  would  have  34 
additional  commercial  parking  spaces  allowed  as  "accessory"  per  Planning  Code  Section  204.5  (7 
percent  of  170,000  square  feet  of  additional  office  /  350  square  feet  per  parking  space)  for  a  total 
of  114  commercial  spaces,  and  would  provide  one  parking  space  per  residential  unit,  as  proposed 
in  the  project. 

Alternative  D  would  include  a  twelve-story  office  building  component,  three  stories  more  than 
the  project.^  The  building  envelope  of  the  tower  and  atrium  would  be  similar  to  the  proposed 
project,  requiring  the  same  height  and  bulk  exceptions  for  the  tower  as  would  the  proposed 
project. 


^  Typical  floor  heights  for  the  office  use  are  13  feet,  10  inches,  while  typical  residential  floor 
heights  are  about  1 1  feet  9  inches.  Although  the  total  gross  square  feet  of  floor  area  under  Alternative  D 
would  be  substantially  the  same  as  that  of  the  project,  the  additional  height  of  the  office  building  under 
Alternative  D  is  attributable  to  a  larger  proportion  of  floor  area  devoted  to  office  use  and  a  smaller 
proportion  for  residential  use. 
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IMPACTS 

Alternative  D  v^ould  have  130  percent  more  floor  area  devoted  to  office  use  than  the  proposed 
project  and  about  43  percent  fewer  residential  units.  This  alternative's  increased  office  space  and 
reduced  residential  component  would  be  more  similar  to  the  existing,  predominant,  land  use  in 
the  downtown  area  and  to  adjacent  office  buildings  to  the  east  and  north  of  the  project  site  than 
would  the  project. 

Because  the  exterior  design  of  the  Alternative  D  tower  would  be  similar  to  that  of  the  proposed 
project,  except  that  the  office  element  would  be  taller  than  the  office  element  of  the  project,  this 
alternative  would  result  in  similar  visual  and  urban  design  effects. 

Alternative  D  would  create  slightly  more  shadow  on  the  sidewalks  in  the  vicinity  of  the  project 
site.  The  total  length  of  shadow  created  by  a  taller  office  component  would  be  increased  in 
proportion  to  its  increase  in  height  under  Alterative  D,  particularly  along  the  north  sidewalks  in 
the  200  and  300  blocks  of  Mission  Street.  Public  and  publicly  accessible  open  space  shaded 
under  proposed  project  conditions  would  be  expected  to  be  similarly  shaded  under  Alternative  D 
conditions. 

Alternative  D  would  likely  cause  ground-level  wind  speeds  that  are  similar  to  those  with  the 
proposed  project.  The  approximately  40-foot  increase  in  height  of  the  office  component  would 
not  be  expected  to  cause  wind  speeds  that  would  be  substantially  greater  or  less  than  with  the 
project. 

The  number  of  net  new  p.m.  peak  hour  vehicle  trips  would  be  170  with  the  proposed  project  and 
about  205  with  Alternative  D.  This  increase  would  result  fi-om  more  office  space  and  less 
residential  space,  compared  to  the  project.  Although  delays  at  local  intersections  would  increase 
/      by  up  to  one  second  per  vehicle,  levels  of  service  would  remain  the  same  as  those  shown  for  the 
proposed  project.  Alternative  D  would  not  cause  a  significant  traffic  impact.  This  alternative 
would  provide  297  parking  spaces,  or  251  more  than  required  by  the  Planning  Code  and  1 14 
more  than  the  number  allowable  under  Planning  Code  Section  204.5,  compared  to  400  spaces 
provided  in  the  project.  The  estimated  parking  demand  for  Alternative  D  would  be  about  666 
spaces,  about  24  more  than  the  demand  for  the  proposed  project.  As  with  the  project,  a  portion  of 
the  demand  would  be  met  by  spaces  supplied  in  the  project  parking  garage;  off-street  parking 
occupancy  in  the  study  area  would  increase  to  about  90  percent,  compared  to  86  percent  with  the 
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project.  It  could  be  difficult  for  drivers  to  find  parking  in  the  study  area,  which  may  result  in 
drivers  parking  further  away  from  the  project  site  or  switching  to  other  modes  of  travel. 
Significant  secondary  impacts  to  the  transportation  system  would  not  be  expected  to  result  from 
this  alternative's  level  of  parking  occupancy. 

Loading  demand  would  be  for  about  six  spaces  during  the  peak  loading  hour  and  five  spaces 
during  the  average  loading  hour,  about  one  more  than  the  proposed  project.  Six  off-street  loading 
spaces  would  be  required  under  Planning  Code  Section  152.1,  three  for  the  office  space,  two  for 
the  residential  units  and  one  for  the  hotel.  This  is  one  more  than  would  be  required  for  the 
proposed  project. 

The  increase  in  vehicle  trips  would  not  be  sufficient  to  cause  substantial  changes  in  traffic-related 
air  emissions.  As  with  the  proposed  project.  Alternative  D  would  not  cause  significant  air  quality 
impacts.  Other  effects  of  the  alternative  would  be  the  same  as  the  project  (see  Appendix  A: 
Initial  Study  for  discussion  by  topic). 

E.      JOINT  USE  OF  SITE  WITH  PROPOSED  TRANSBAY  TERMINAL 
AND  CALTRAIN  DOWNTOWN  EXTENSION 

INTRODUCTION 

As  discussed  in  Section  III.  A,  Land  Use  and  Zoning,  pp.  50-60,  the  City  and  County  of  San 
Francisco,  the  Peninsula  Corridor  Joint  Powers  Board  (JPB),  and  the  Federal  Transit 
Administration  are  evaluating  a  new  multi-modal  Transbay  Terminal  on  the  site  of  the  present- 
day  Transbay  Terminal  and  extensipn  of  Caltrain  commuter  rail  service  fi-om  the  Fourth  and 
Townsend  Streets  terminus  to  a  new  underground  terminus  beneath  the  new  Transbay  Terminal. 
Two  alignments  are  under  consideration  for  the  Caltrain  Downtown  Extension.  Both  alignments 
would  use  some  of  the  301  Mission  project  site.  The  Second-to-Main  alignment  contemplates  six 
tracks  and  three  platforms  under  the  proposed  Terminal  along  its  east-west  axis;  it  would 
encroach  onto  the  project  site  along  the  length  of  the  southern  property  line.  The  Second-to- 
Mission  alignment  would  split  at  about  Essex  and  Natoma  Streets  to  allow  two  tracks  with 
platforms  to  pass  diagonally  through  the  301  Mission  Street  project  site.  The  remaining  four 
tracks  and  platforms  would  be  under  the  proposed  Terminal  along  its  east-west  axis.  The 
Transbay  Terminal/Caltrain  Downtown  Extension/Redevelopment  Project  is  the  subject  of  a 
Draft  EIS/EIR,  published  in  October  2002  that  is  currently  being  finalized.  The  EIS/EIR 
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analyzes  the  extension  at  a  conceptual  design  level.  The  physical  engineering  concepts  will  be 
further  refined  and  continue  to  progress  after  a  preferred  alignment  is  selected  with  completion  of 
environmental  review. 

In  order  to  explore  the  feasibility  of  joint  use  of  the  project  site  by  the  301  Mission  Street  project 
and  the  Transbay  Terminal  /  Caltrain  Downtown  Extension  project,  the  Planning  Department 
consulted  with  Caltrain  engineers,  Joint  Powers  Board  staff,  and  the  project  sponsor  and 
engineers.  At  the  Planning  Department's  request,  Caltrain  engineers  provided  the  project 
structural  engineers  with  information  about  the  land  area  on  the  301  Mission  Street  site  that 
conceptually  would  be  required  for  each  of  the  two  alignments.  The  project  engineers  and 
architect  then  explored  the  alternative  project  designs  that  could  accommodate  each  alignment. 

The  Caltrain  engineers  established  that  about  five  feet  along  the  southerly  border  of  the  project 
site  would  be  required  below  grade  for  the  Second-to-Main  alignment.  Alternative  E-1  to 
Accommodate  Transbay  Terminal  and  Second-to-Main- Street  Caltrain  Extension  Alignment  was 
developed  on  the  basis  of  this  information  and  is  analyzed  below. 

After  additional  meetings  and  review,  the  Caltrain  engineers  produced  drawings  which  refined 
the  conceptual  Second-to-Mission  parameters  creating  smaller  column-firee  zones  and  assuming  a 
lower  tunnel  floor  (64  feet).  Using  this  information,  the  project  structural  engineers  developed  a 
design  that  would  support  the  building  superstructure  on  a  below-grade  10-foot-thick  concrete 
mat  reinforced  with  structural  steel  beams  that  would  act  as  a  transfer  girder.  This  design  is 
analyzed  as  Alternative  E-2  to  Accommodate  the  Transbay  Terminal  and  Second-to-Mission- 
Street  Caltrain  Extension  Alignment,  p.  161.^ 


^  The  project  descriptions  for  Altematives  E-1  and  E-2  are  based  in  part  on  the  engineering  and 
architectural  documents  submitted  by  Tay  C.  Via,  Esq.,  Coblentz,  Patch,  Duffy  &  Bass,  LLP,  in  a  letter  to 
Carol  Roos,  San  Francisco  Planning  Department,  dated  December  18,  2002  (Planning  Department  File  No. 
2001.0792E).  The  following  documents  were  submitted  with  the  letter:  Niaz  A.  Nazir,  Ph.D.,  SE, 
Desimone  Consulting  Engineers,  P.L.L.C.,  letter  titled  "Evaluation  of  Caltrain  Alternates  for  the  Downtown 
Terminal  Expansion,  301  Mission  Street,  San  Francisco,  CA,"  dated  September  10,  2002;  Glenn  G. 
Rescalvo,  AIA,  Gary  Edward  Handel  +  Associates,  letter  dated  September  19,  2002;  Niaz  A.  Nazir,  Ph.D., 
S.E.,  Desim.one  Consulting  Engineers,  P.L.L.C.,  letter  titled  "Evaluation  of  Caltrain  Alternate  2  for  the 
Downtown  Terminal  Expansion,  301  Mission  Street,  San  Francisco,  California,"  dated  December  4,  2002; 
and  Glenn  G.  Rescalvo,  AIA,  Gary  Edward  Handel  +  Associates,  letter  titled  "Evaluation  of  Caltrain 
Alternative  2  for  the  Downtown  Terminal  Expansion,  301  Mission  Street,"  dated  December  6,  2002. 
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ALTERNATIVE  E-1  TO  ACCOMMODATE  TRANSBAY  TERMINAL  AND  SECOND- 
TO-MAEV-STREET  CALTRAIN  EXTENSION  ALIGNMENT 

Description 

The  proposed  Caltrain  Downtown  Extension  would  extend  Caltrain  from  its  present  terminus  at 
Fourth  and  Townsend  Streets  to  an  underground  station  beneath  the  proposed  new  Transbay 
Terminal.  Two  alternative  Caltrain  alignments  are  under  consideration.  The  Second-to-Main 
alignment  contemplates  six  tracks  and  three  platforms  under  the  proposed  Terminal  along  its  east- 
west  axis.'* 

Preliminary  plans  for  the  Second-to-Main  Caltrain  alignment  indicate  that  the  outside  of  the 
proposed  tunnel  wall  would  need  to  encroach  over  the  southern  property  line  of  the  301  Mission 
Street  project  site.  Alternative  E-1  would  involve  acquisition  for  the  Transbay  Terminal  project 
of  a  small  strip  along  the  southerly  portion  of  the  project  site  to  accommodate  the  proposed 
Transbay  Terminal  access  tunnel.  The  preliminary  plans  from  Caltrain  indicate  that  its 
construction  would  be  about  45  feet  deep.  Alternative  E-1  would  require  replacement  of 
temporary  piles  with  construction  of  a  new  18-  to  24-inch-thick  foundation  wall.  To  avoid 
transfer  of  lateral  pressure  and  accommodate  the  anticipated  load,  the  Caltrain  tunnel  would  need 
to  be  isolated  from  the  Alternative  E-1  structure.  The  project  structural  engineers  estimate  that 
this  could  be  accomplished  with  an  approximately  8-  to  12-inch  filled  isolation  joint  placed 
between  the  two  walls.  A  load-bearing  wall  of  Alternative  E  would  cantilever  over  the  newly 
positioned  foundation  wall.  This  would  require  installation  of  a  continuous  corbel  ("cap  beam") 
along  the  top  of  the  wall.  The  301  Mission  Street  structure  could  thus  be  built  in  advance  of 
construction  of  the  Caltrain  tunnel.  - 

According  to  the  project  architect,  accommodation  of  the  Second-to-Main  Caltrain  extension 
alignment  would  result  in  a  total  loss  of  about  5  feet  along  the  southern  275-foot  length  of  the 
project  site,^  or  approximately  4,000  gsf  over  four  subsurface  levels.  This  would  require  the 


■*  From  the  east  end  of  the  proposed  Terminal,  the  tracks  would  continue  as  "tail  tracks"  curving 
south  along  Main  Street. 

^  The  foundation  wall  of  Alternative  E  would  need  to  be  thicker  than  that  of  the  proposed  project 
and  isolated  from  the  Cahrain  tunnel  wall,  resulting  in  the  additional  loss  of  subsurface  floor  area. 
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project  to  eliminate  up  to  40  parking  spaces,  500  sq.  ft.  of  storage,  and  500  sq.  ft.  of  mechanical 
space.  Above  grade,  Alternative  E-1  would  be  identical  to  the  proposed  project. 

Impacts 

The  effects  of  Alternative  E-1  on  land  use,  shadow,  wind,  urban  design,  air  quality  and  growth 
inducement  and  on  topics  discussed  in  the  Initial  Study  (see  Appendix  A)  would  be  the  same  as 
those  of  the  proposed  project. 

Assuming  the  40  eliminated  parking  spaces  would  be  taken  from  the  residential  parking  supply  of 
320  spaces,  the  estimated  midday  parking  shortfall  with  respect  to  demand  would  increase  from 
151-236  to  191-276  spaces.  The  alternative  would,  however,  provide  280  more  parking  spaces 
than  the  80  spaces  required  by  the  Planning  Code,  120  more  than  the  number  of  spaces  allowed 
without  Conditional  Use  authorization  under  the  Code.  The  shortfall  could  be  accommodated  in 
off-street  parking  facilities,  as  with  the  proposed  project.  All  other  transportation  effects  would 
be  the  same  as  those  discussed  for  the  proposed  project. 

The  project  engineers  estimate  that  this  alternative  would  result  in  increased  costs  for  the  project, 
in  addition  to  the  loss  of  site  area  and  related  below-grade  program  space.^ 

ALTERNATIVE  E-2  TO  ACCOMMODATE  TRANSBAY  TERMINAL  AND  SECOND- 
TO-MISSION-STREET  CALTRAIN  EXTENSION  ALIGNMENT 

Description 

The  Second-to-Mission  Caltrain  Extension  would  follow  a  different  alignment  in  passing  under 
the  proposed  new  Transbay  Terminal.  Rather  than  running  entirely  parallel  to  the  long  axis  of  the 
proposed  Terminal  as  with  the  Second  to  Main  alignment,  the  Second  to  Mission  alignment 
would  split  at  approximately  Essex  and  Natoma  Streets  to  the  southwest  of  the  301  Mission  site 
before  entering  the  basement  of  the  proposed  Terminal  with  two  tracks  and  platforms  veering  in  a 
northerly  direction  and  passing  diagonally  through  the  301  Mission  project  site  in  an  approximate 
90-foot-wide  tunnel.  After  passing  through  the  project  site,  the  tunnel  would  continue  to  the  east 


^  See  Footnote  3. 
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following  the  Mission  Street  right-of-way,  albeit  underground  (see  Figure  33:  Alternative  E-2, 
Proposed  Second-to-Mission  Caltrain  Extension  Alignment).  For  Alternative  E-2,  the  Caltrain 
tunnel  is  assumed  to  be  deeper  than  in  Alternative  E-1  as  it  crosses  the  project  site,  with  the  floor 
of  the  tunnel  at  64  feet  below  grade  and  the  top  of  the  tunnel  at  1 8  feet  below  grade.  Along  with 
the  train  tracks  and  platforms  there  would  also  be  underground  pedestrian  access  to  the  platforms 
and  station  area  under  the  proposed  new  Transbay  Terminal.  Pedestrian  access  would  likely 
involve  a  series  of  escalators  and  stairs  due  to  the  greater  tunnel  depth. 

With  Alternative  E-2,  it  is  assumed  that  the  underground  portion  of  the  project  site  that  would  be 
needed  for  the  rail  alignment  and  pedestrian  access  would  be  acquired  for  the  Transbay  Terminal 
project,  and  301  Mission  would  be  developed  on  the  remaining  developable  portions  of  the  site. 
There  would  have  to  be  substantial  revisions  to  the  below-ground  facilities  of  the  project  with 
increased  structural  support  for  the  office  tower  and  changes  to  the  foundation  piles  to  avoid 
conflict  with  the  train  tracks  and  platforms.  The  residential  tower  would  also  have  to  be 
substantially  revised  from  the  proposed  project. 

Parking  would  be  substantially  reduced  (approximately  60  percent)  under  this  alternative,  with 
the  space  remaining  underground  being  able  to  accommodate  157  spaces,  to  be  dedicated  to  the 
residential  use.  Loading  facilities  would  be  changed  from  below  ground  to  an  above-ground 
location  and  other  support  and  mechanical  functions  would  need  to  be  located  elsewhere,  such  as 
the  lower  above-grade  levels  of  the  residential  tower  within  the  project  envelope.  This  would 
lead  to  changes  in  the  design  of  the  tower  and  the  necessity  of  an  above-ground  connection 
between  the  office  and  the  residential  tower  for  building  services  that  would  be  visible  from 
atrium  space.  (See  Figure  34:  Alternative  E-2,  Section  Showing  Location  of  Uses.)  The  porte 
cochere  and  driveway  planned  to  run  from  Fremont  to  Beale  Street  along  the  southernmost 
portion  of  the  site  would  not  be  constructed  with  Alternative  E-2  and  these  ftinctions  would  be 
moved  to  Beale  Street. 

Because  of  loss  of  below-ground  space  and  the  changes  necessary,  the  project  office  component 
would  be  increased  to  1 5  floors  or  209  feet  tall,  with  the  addition  of  six  floors  and  84  additional 
feet  in  height.  The  addition  of  building  service  and  mechanical  elements  to  the  above-ground 
portions  of  the  residential  tower,  with  this  alternative,  would  result  in  fewer  residential  units  (256 
units  compared  to  320  units  with  the  project)  and  more  office  space  (about  233,700  gsf  compared 
to  130,560  gsf  with  the  project).  The  residential  space  displaced  by  service  and  mechanical  space 
would  not  be  replaced  in  the  office  structure.  Under  this  alternative,  the  sponsor  would  choose 
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to  add  more  office  space  to  the  office  component,  rather  than  introducing  residential  use  elements 
to  the  office  component.  Mixing  the  uses  would  create  issues  with  design  and  operational 
efficiency  (for  example,  elevator  and  service  core  sizing,  separation  of  lobby  spaces  and 
mechanical  systems,  and  changes  to  security  and  staffing).  This  alternative  would  then  require 
authorization  under  Planning  Code  Sections  321-325  for  office  development.  Hotel  and  retail 
space  with  this  alternative  would  be  approximately  the  same  as  with  the  proposed  project.  Like 
the  project,  the  alternative  would  require  a  Conditional  Use  authorization  for  hotel  use  in  the  C-3- 
O  District.  As  noted  above,  parking  would  be  reduced  to  157  spaces  fi^om  the  400  spaces 
proposed  by  the  project. 

Impacts 

Alternative  E-2  would  have  about  79  percent  more  floor  area  devoted  to  office  use  than  the 
proposed  project  and  about  20  percent  fewer  residential  units.  This  alternative's  increased  office 
space  and  reduced  residential  component  would  be  somewhat  more  similar  to  the  existing 
predominate  land  use  character  in  the  area  and  to  adjacent  office  buildings  to  the  east  and  north  of 
the  project  site  than  would  the  proposed  project.  The  effect  of  the  alternative  on  topics  discussed 
in  the  Initial  Study  (see  Appendix  A)  would  be  similar  to  or  less  than  the  project. 

According  to  the  project  architects,  because  of  the  extent  of  changes  to  the  exterior  design  of  all 
components  of  Alternative  E-2,  necessary  to  accommodate  this  Caltrain  alignment,  the  office 
tower,  residential  tower  and  atrium,  the  resulting  building's  expression  to  and  connection  to  the 
street  and  the  visual  continuity  would  be  disrupted  and  would  result  in  a  project  that  would  be 
less  aesthetically  pleasing  fi-om  an  urban  design  viewpoint.  The  additional  office  floors  would  be 
a  change  in  the  scale  and  transparency  of  the  proposed  project  atrium  and  outdoor  space.  From 
within  the  atrium,  views  toward  the  glass  skylight  roof  would  be  partly  obstructed  by  a  solid 
element  where  a  new  service  corridor  connecting  the  office  and  hotel  structures  would  cross  the 
space. 

As  the  office  component  in  Alternative  E-2  would  be  about  84  feet  taller,  it  would  be  expected  to 
create  proportionally  more  shadow  on  the  sidewalks  in  the  vicinity  of  the  project  site.  This  effect 
would  be  most  noticeable  along  the  north  sidewalks  on  the  200  and  300  blocks  of  Mission  Street. 
The  public  and  publicly  accessible  open  space  shaded  under  the  proposed  project  conditions 
would  be  expected  to  be  similarly  shaded  under  Alternative  E-2  conditions. 
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Alternative  E-2  would  likely  cause  ground  wind  speeds  that  would  be  similar  to  those  with  the 
proposed  project.  Wind  speeds  would  not  be  expected  to  substantially  increase  or  decrease  due  to 
the  approximately  84-foot  increase  in  height  of  the  office  component. 

The  number  of  vehicle  trips  with  Alternative  E-2  would  be  slightly  less,  about  18  trips  difference 
projected  during  the  p.m.  peak,  as  the  increase  in  office  trips  would  be  offset  by  the  decrease  in 
residential  trips.  A  number  this  small  would  normally  be  within  day-to  day  traffic  fluctuations 
and  would  not  change  any  of  the  intersection  levels  of  service  (LOS).  Thus,  the  LOS  would  be 
expected  to  remain  the  same  as  those  shown  for  the  proposed  project  and  Alternative  E-2  would 
not  cause  a  significant  traffic  impact.  Moving  the  passenger  loading  and  unloading  activities  to 
Beale  Street  would  increase  the  potential  for  conflicts  with  traffic  on  Beale  Street.  There  would 
also  be  some  increased  potential  for  conflicts  with  transit  operations  when  the  proposed  Transbay 
Terminal  is  completed. 

The  changes  in  the  residential  and  office  square  footages  would  cause  a  slight  decrease  in  parking 
demand;  parking  demand  would  decrease  by  about  30  spaces.  This  alternative  would  provide  157 
spaces,  93  more  spaces  than  required  by  the  Planning  Code,  and  61  more  than  the  number 
allowed  for  the  residential  units  as  accessory  use,  and  would  require  Conditional  Use 
authorization.  The  estimated  parking  shortfall  with  respect  to  demand  would  be  about  449  to  5 1 7 
spaces,  about  275  to  292  more  than  with  the  proposed  project.  Off-street  parking  occupancy  in 
the  study  area  would  increase  to  about  94  percent.  It  could  be  difficult  for  drivers  to  find  parking 
in  the  study  area,  which  may  result  in  drivers  parking  farther  away  fi^om  the  project  site  or 
switching  to  other  modes  of  travel.  Significant  secondary  impacts  would  not  be  expected  to 
result  from  this  level  of  parking  occupancy.  Although  there  would  be  no  secondary  impacts, 
improvement  measures  are  identified  for  the  project  that,  if  adopted,  could  reduce  automobile 
trips  and  increase  transit  use  to  reduce  parking  demand  generated  by  the  alternative.  The  changes 
in  the  residential  and  office  square  footages  would  also  increase  loading  demand  by 
approximately  one  truck  trip  during  the  peak  hour,  but  would  not  change  the  requirement  for  five 
loading  spaces. 

The  very  slight  decrease  in  vehicle  trips  would  mean  that  the  traffic-related  air  emissions  would 
remain  substantially  the  same.  As  with  the  proposed  project.  Alternative  E-2  would  not  cause 
significant  air  quality  impacts. 
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The  project  engineers  estimate  that  this  ahemative  would  result  in  increased  costs  for  the  project, 
in  addition  to  the  loss  of  below-grade  program  spaced 

The  analysis  for  this  alternative  assumes  that  the  existing  conceptual  plans  for  the  Second  to 
Mission  Alignment  of  the  Transbay  Terminal/Caltrain  Extension,  if  selected  as  the  project 
alignment,  can  be  developed  to  construction  drawing  level  in  a  timely  manner.  This  would  allow 
the  refinement  and  definition  of  the  points  of  interconnection  between  the  two  projects  so  that  the 
areas  necessary  for  the  Transbay/Caltrain  project  can  be  constructed  in  conjunction  with  the 
301  Mission  Street  project  if  the  301  Mission  Street  project  were  to  precede  the 
Transbay/Caltrain  project.  Close  continuous  coordination  between  the  two  projects  would  be 
required. 

ALTERNATIVES  CONSIDERED  AND  REJECTED 

The  process  for  developing  the  two  alternatives  to  accommodate  the  proposed  new  Transbay 
Terminal  and  extension  of  Caltrain  described  above  as  Alternatives  E-1  and  E-2  was  an  iterative 
one  between  the  301  Mission  Project  Team  and  the  Planning  Department  and  Caltrain  engineers. 
Various  design  options  for  alternatives  were  proposed  but  subsequently  withdrawn  from  further 
consideration  because  of  their  inability  to  satisfy  criteria  for  feasibility  and  acceptable 
environmental  effects. 

The  engineering  performed  for  the  Transbay  Terminal/Caltrain  Downtown  Extension/ 
Redevelopment  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  established  the  conceptual  designs  and  parameters  for 
Caltrain  as  needed  to  complete  that  environmental  document;  therefore,  a  number  of  interim 
interpretations  for  compatible  alternatives  were  developed.  With  no  final  engineering  available 
on  the  actual  location  of  specific  portions  of  the  proposed  facilities  or  columns,  the  project 
engineers  prepared  a  number  of  potential  alternatives  for  the  project  that  would  not  involve 
subsurface  construction  or  columns  in  the  entire  right-of-way  for  the  Caltrain  underground 
alignment.  The  original  alternatives  were  designed  in  accordance  with  the  Transbay/Caltrain 
conceptual  design  as  set  out  in  the  Draft  EIS/EIR  for  the  replacement  of  the  Transbay  Terminal. 


'  See  Footnote  3. 
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One  of  the  proposed  but  rejected  designs  provided  a  clearance  envelope  for  the  eventual 
construction  of  the  Caltrain  tunnel,  by  supporting  the  entire  301  Mission  Street  building  on  a  deep 
concrete  transfer  girder  or  mat  constructed  partially  above  grade  at  the  top  of  the  fiiture  tunnel 
roof  and  pedestrian  mezzanine.  The  mat  would  be  about  30  feet  thick  and  would  have  appeared 
as  a  blank  concrete  wall  at  street  level.  This  structural  system  would  have  supported  a  building  of 
sufficient  size  to  accommodate  all  of  the  project's  development  program  albeit  with  reduced 
parking.  Another  design  considered  was  for  a  building  accommodating  about  one-half  of  the 
project's  development  program.  That  alternative  would  have  required  a  1 5-foot-thick  mat  over 
the  entire  site  that,  as  with  the  alternative  above,  would  have  appeared  as  a  blank  wall  at  street 
level.  In  view  of  the  unacceptable  urban  design  impacts,  both  these  potential  alternatives  were 
rejected  as  unsatisfactory  and  infeasible. 

A  greatly  reduced  development  program  built  on  less  than  one-half  the  site,  leaving  the  portion  of 
the  site  where  Caltrain  would  be  underground  vacant,  was  also  considered.  This  potential 
alternative  was  rejected  because  of  the  under-utilization  of  a  site  adjacent  to  a  major  transit  hub. 

ENVIRONMENTALLY  SUPERIOR  ALTERNATIVE 

Besides  the  No  Project  Alternative,  Alternative  C,  No  Allowable  Height  Extension,  would  be  the 
environmentally  superior  alternative  due  to  its  reduced  development  program  and  tower  height. 
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Cushman  &  Wakefield  of 

Goldfarb  &  Lipman 

California 
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San  Francisco,  C A  94124 

The  Sun  Reporter 

1791  Bancroft  Avenue 

San  Francisco,  C A  94124-2644 


San  Francisco  Business  Times 
275  Battery  Street,  Suite  940 
San  Francisco,  CA  94111 


Neighborhood  Groups 

Sheila  Kolenc 
Assistant  Director 
San  Francisco  Beautiful 
41  Sutter  Street  Suite  709 
San  Francisco,  C A  94104 
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San  Francisco,  C A  94107 
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Jack  Davis  Dick  Millet 

Executive  Director  President 

South  of  Market  Cultural  Center  (SOMAR)  Potrero  Boosters  Neighorhood 

934  Brannan  Street  Assn. 

San  Francisco,  C A  94 1 03  1 45  9  -  1 8th  Street  Suite  1 3  3 

San  Francisco,  C A  94107 
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Nearby  Property  Owners 

Property  owners  and  occupants  in  the  project  vicinity,  approximately  123  addresses,  were  sent 
Notices  of  Availability  of  the  Draft  EIR.  A  complete  copy  of  this  distribution  list  is  available 
within  the  docket  in  the  Planning  Department  at  1660  Mission  Street. 
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•  IX.     COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES 


A.  INTRODUCTION 

ORGANIZATION  OF  THIS  COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES  DOCUMENT 

This  Comments  and  Responses  document  presents  summaries  of  the  public  comments  received 
on  the  Draft  EIR  for  the  301  Mission  Street  project  and  responses  to  those  comments.  Section  B 
presents  a  list  of  those  who  provided  written  comments  or  oral  testimony  at  the  public  hearing  on 
the  Draft  EIR.  Section  C,  Comments  and  Responses,  presents  all  substantive  comments  made  at 
the  Draft  EIR  public  comment  hearing  before  the  Planning  Commission  on  March  20,  2003,  and 
all  written  comments  received  during  the  Draft  EIR  public  review  period  of  February  15,  2003  to 
April  3,  2003.  The  comments  are  shown  as  direct  quotations  that  have  been  edited  to  delete 
repetition  and  non-substantive  material  only.  The  comments  and  responses  have  been  organized 
by  topic  and  generally  correspond  to  the  topics  in  the  Table  of  Contents  of  the  Draft  EIR.  The 
order  in  which  the  comments  from  the  transcript  and  letters  are  presented  may  vary  from  that  of 
the  originals.  The  comment  letters  and  transcript  of  the  public  hearing  on  the  301  Mission  Street 
Draft  EIR  are  presented  in  their  entirety  in  Attachments  1  and  2,  respectively.  Three  persons 
telephoned  to  express  opposition  to  demolition  of  the  old,  existing  301  Mission  Street  building  on 
the  site.  They  did  not  submit  formal  comments  in  writing  or  orally.  The  EIR  discusses 
demolition  of  existing  buildings  on  site  in  Appendix  A:  Initial  Study,  pp.  43-48  under  Historic 
Architectural  Resources. 

The  responses  generally  provide  clarification  of  the  Draft  EIR.  Each  group  of  comments  is 
followed  by  its  response.  The  responses  may  include  changes  in,  or  additions  to,  the  Draft  EIR. 
Text  changes  are  indented  and  the  new  or  revised  text  is  shown  in  boldface  type.  The  subject 
matter  of  one  topic  may  overlap  with  that  of  other  topics,  so  the  reader  must  occasionally  refer  to 
more  than  one  group  of  comments  and  responses  to  review  all  the  information  on  a  given  subject. 
Cross-references  are  provided  in  these  instances. 

Some  comments  do  not  pertain  to  physical  environmental  issues,  but  responses  are  included  for 
informational  purposes. 

These  comments  and  responses  will  be  incorporated  into  the  Final  EIR  as  a  new  chapter.  Any 
text  changes  resulting  from  comments  and  responses  will  be  incorporated  into  the  Final  EIR,  as 
indicated  in  the  responses. 
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B.      LIST  OF  COMMENTERS 

Those  on  the  following  list  submitted  written  comments  during  the  public  comment  period  of 
February  15  to  April  3,  2003  and/or  provided  oral  testimony  at  the  public  hearing  on  March  20, 
2003,  on  the  301  Mission  Street  Project  Draft  EIR. 

Michael  J.  Antonini,  Vice  President,  San  Francisco  Planning  Commission  (public  hearing 
comments,  March  20,  2003) 

John  Carney  (public  hearing  comments,  March  20,  2003) 

Jennifer  Clary,  President,  and  Norman  Rolfe,  Transportation  Chair,  San  Francisco  Tomorrow 
(SFT)  (written  comments,  March  31,  2003),  and  Norman  Rolfe  (public  hearing  comments, 
March  20,  2003) 

Barbara  J.  Cook,  P.E.,  Chief,  Northern  California  -  Coastal  Cleanup  Operations  Branch, 
California  Department  of  Toxic  Substances  Control  (written  comments,  March  13,  2003) 

Sue  C.  Hestor,  Attorney  at  Law  (written  comments,  April  3,  2003  and  public  hearing  comments, 
March  20,  2003) 

Christopher  J.  Jaska,  resident,  Transbay  neighborhood  (written  comments,  April  4,  2003) 

Kathleen  Kelly,  Deputy  General  Manger,  Service  Development,  AC  Transit  (written  comments, 
April  3,  2003) 

William  Lee,  Commissioner,  San  Francisco  Planning  Commission  (public  hearing  comments, 
March  20,  2003) 

Ian  Lewis,  Hotel  Employees  and  Restaurant  Employees  Local  2  (public  hearing  comments, 
March  20,  2003) 

James  D.  Lowe,  Transit  Planner,  through  Peter  Straus,  Manager  of  Service  Planning,  Muni 
(written  comments,  March  13,  2003) 
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C.      COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES 
PROJECT  APPROVALS 

Conditional  Use  for  a  Hotel  in  a  C-3  (Downtown)  District 
Comment 

We  represent  about  9,000  workers  in  San  Francisco's  hospitality  industry.  We'll  be  submitt[ing] 
detailed  written  comment. 

I'd  just  like  to  outline  some  points  tonight,  the  first  of  which  pertains  to  Section  303  of  the 
[Planning]  Code.  We  are  concerned  that  the  draft  before  us  does  not  adequately  address  that 
section  of  the  Code.  Section  303  calls  for  the  review  of  any  project  that  includes  a  hotel 
dimension  in  several  regards,  including  the  part-time  vs.  full-time  nature  of  employment,  the 
demand  of  those  employees  for  social  services  in  San  Francisco,  transportation,  and  the  like. 

In  particular,  we're  asking  for  clarification  on  the  nature  of  employment  at  this  project.  To 
whatever  extent  the  jobs  created  here  might  be  low  wage,  low  benefit  jobs,  the  burden  of  social 
services  is  going  to  fall  squarely  on  the  city.  And  we  would  ask  that  this  question  be  reviewed  in 
detail  and  possible  mitigations  explored  to  whatever  extent  that  is  the  case.  . . . 

We're  simply  asking  that  the  EIR  adhere  closely  to  the  standard  of  findings  laid  out  in  that 
section.  (Ian  Lewis,  Hotel  Employees  and  Restaurant  Employees  Local  2) 

Response 

As  discussed  in  the  Environmental  Impact  Report  (EIR),  p.  44,  in  Chapter  II,  Project  Description, 
Project  Approvals,  the  project  requires  Conditional  Use  review  and  authorization  for  hotel  use  in 
the  C-3-0  District  under  Planning  Code  Section  216(b)(i)  -  Hotel  Use.  The  procedures  and 
criteria  for  review  are  set  forth  in  Planning  Code  Section  303(a)  (for  Conditional  Use  generally) 
and  303(g)  (for  hotel  use  specifically). 

Following  EIR  certification,  the  Planning  Commission  will  hold  a  hearing  to  consider  the 
Conditional  Use  authorization  requested  by  the  project  sponsor.  As  part  of  its  deliberations  on 
whether  to  approve,  approve  with  conditions  or  disapprove  the  project  and  Conditional  Use,  the 
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Planning  Commission  will  review,  under  Planning  Code  Section  303(g),  as  noted  in  the  comment, 
the  impact  of  the  employees  of  the  hotel  on  the  demand  in  the  City  for  housing,  public  transit, 
child-care,  and  other  social  services;  the  seasonal  and  part-time  nature  of  employment  in  the  hotel 
to  the  extent  relevant;  measures  that  will  be  taken  by  the  project  sponsor  to  employ  residents  of 
San  Francisco  to  minimize  increased  demand  for  regional  transportation;  and  the  market  demand 
for  a  hotel  of  the  type  proposed. 

Employment  and  housing  demand  due  to  the  proposed  project,  including  its  hotel,  are  discussed 
in  Chapter  III,  Section  F,  Growth  Inducement,  on  pp.  131-133  of  the  EIR,  and  in  the  Population 
discussion  of  the  Initial  Study  (see  Appendix  A,  pp.  15-17).  Many  of  the  approximately  100 
hotel  jobs  in  the  project  would  be  entry  level.  However,  the  specifics  of  job  creation  or  the  part- 
time  and  seasonal  nature  of  employment  due  to  the  project,  in  and  of  themselves,  are 
socioeconomic  issues,  not  physical  environmental  effects  and,  therefore,  not  physical 
environmental  issues  under  CEQA.  Physical  impacts  that  would  result  from  employment  on  the 
site,  such  as  increased  transit  use,  are  analyzed  in  the  EIR  in  the  appropriate  topic  section. 

As  noted  in  Chapter  III,  Section  F,  Growth  Inducement,  p.  133  of  the  EIR,  the  project  would  be 
an  infill  project  in  a  densely  developed  urban  area,  and  would  not  require  new  or  expanded 
infrastructure  or  services  not  already  provided  or  under  consideration.  The  Initial  Study  (see 
Appendix  A,  p.  23)  states  that  the  site  is  adequately  served  by  utilities  and  public  services,  as  well 
as  by  recreational  facilities  and  schools.  Child-care  facilities  near  the  project  site  can  be  found  at 
Yerba  Buena  Center,  four  blocks  to  the  west;  at  220  Spear  Street,  two  blocks  to  the  southeast;  and 
at  Hills  Plaza,  four  blocks  to  the  southeast.  As  discussed  on  pp.  98-99  of  the  EIR,  the  site  is  well 
served  by  public  transit,  including  Muni,  BART,  SamTrans,  Golden  Gate  Transit,  AC  Transit, 
and  ferry  service.  Physical  project  impacts  on  transit,  including  the  number  of  new  trips,  are 
analyzed  on  pp.  109-1 10  of  the  EIR. 

Comment 

Very  simple.  I  was  just  shocked  to  see  this  when  it  showed  up  on  the  planning  -  1  have  not 
looked  at  the  review.  But  this  project  requires  seven  variances  of  different  codes  and  other 
things.  And  I  think  the  environmental  review  should  be  done  on  a  project  that  has  no  basic 
variances  from  seven  different  codes.  If  you  look  at  the  list,  there's  seven  different  items  on  this 
list.  It's  just  unbelievable  that  anybody  would  even  propose  a  building  that  would  have  this  many 
variances.  (John  Carney) 
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Response 

The  Project  Approvals  section  of  Chapter  II,  Project  Description,  pp.  42-45  of  the  EIR,  lists  the 
approvals  required  by  the  proposed  project.  The  project  does  not  require  any  variances. 
However,  it  does  require  the  following:  (1)  Approval  under  Planning  Code  Section  309  -  Permit 
Review  in  C-3  Districts  for  Downtown  Development;  (2)  approval  under  Section  272  Bulk 
Limits:  Special  Exceptions  in  C-3  Districts  for  an  allowable  exception  to  upper-tower  bulk 
limits;  (3)  approval  under  Section  263.9:  Height  Limits:  Special  Exceptions  for  Upper  Tower 
Extensions  in  S  Districts  for  an  allowable  exception  to  height  limits  for  upper-tower  extensions; 
(4)  Conditional  Use  authorization  for  parking  exceeding  accessory  amounts  (per  Section  204.5) 
under  Section  223(p):  Major  (Nonaccessory)  Parking  Garage  Not  Open  to  the  Public;  (5) 
Conditional  Use  Authorization  for  hotel  use  in  the  C-3-0  District  under  Planning  Code  Section 
216(b)(i):  Hotel  Use;  and  (6)  Zoning  Administrator  certification  of  transfer  of  development 
rights  under  Section  128:  Transfer  of  Development  Rights  in  C-3  Districts.  The  project  would 
thus  require  an  allowable  height  extension,  allowable  bulk  exceptions,  and  Conditional  Use 
authorization  for  the  hotel  use  and  nonaccessory  residential  parking.  As  noted  on  p.  45  of  the 
EIR,  the  project  also  includes  a  lot  merger  and  elimination  or  relocation  of  a  crosswalk,  and  is 
subject  to  the  inclusionary  affordable  housing  legislation.  These  are  not  variances  as  defined  in 
the  Planning  Code. 

The  EIR  evaluates  an  alternative  that  would  not  require  the  height  extension  and  bulk  exceptions 
required  by  the  proposed  project  or  Conditional  Use  authorization  for  parking  exceeding 
accessory  amounts.  As  with  the  project,  this  Alternative  B  would  require  Conditional  Use 
authorization  for  hotel  use  in  the  C-3-0  District  (see  Alternative  B  -  No  Allowable  Exceptions  to 
the  Planning  Code,  pp.  147-150  of  the  EIR). 

Extended  Stay  Hotel 

Comments 

On  page  25  the  hotel  is  called  "an  extended  stay  hotel"  that  would  have  "cooking  facilities  in 
each  unit  and  anticipated  stays  of  a  period  of  weeks  rather  than  days".  Would  these  . .  .  suites  be 
considered  transient  or  residential  uses?  Would  the  hotel  tax  be  collected  on  them?  Would  the 
project  sponsor  have  to  meet  additional  affordable  housing  requirements,  since  a  stay  of  weeks 
could  be  considered  housing  rather  than  transient  occupancy?  {Jennifer  Clary,  President,  and 
Norman  Rolfe,  Transportation  Chair,  San  Francisco  Tomorrow) 
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Then  they  have  a  hotel  called  an  extended  stay  hotel  that  would  have  cooking  facilities  in  each 
unit  and  anticipated  stays  of  weeks  rather  than  days.  Wait  a  minute  now.  Is  that  a  transient  use? 
Or  is  that  a  residential  use?  Those  are  residential  units,  and  that  bumps  up  their  requirement  to 
provide  affordable  housing.  .  . .  (Norman  Rolfe,  Transportation  Chair,  San  Francisco 
Tomorrow) 

Response 

The  Zoning  Administrator  has  determined  that  the  extended  stay  hotel  proposed  by  the  301 
Mission  Street  project  would  be  consistent  with  Planning  Code  requirements  for  hotels  because 
the  period  of  stay  would  be  limited  to  a  maximum  of  3 1  days.'  According  to  the  Zoning 
Administrator,  while  Planning  Code  Section  216(c)  states  that  hotel  rooms  shall  not  contain 
individual  cooking  facilities,  a  prior  Code  interpretation  allowed  limited  cooking  facilities.  Given 
that  the  project  would  provide  hotel  operations  and  services  such  as  check-in,  concierge  and 
baggage,  and  would  limit  period  of  stay  to  fewer  than  32  days,  the  Zoning  Administrator 
determined  that  the  presence  of  a  full  kitchen  would  not  constitute  a  "dwelling  unit"  in  this  case. 
According  to  the  Zoning  Administrator,  existing  Code  language  fails  to  recognize  changes  in 
hotel  operations,  such  as  suite  hotels,  that  typically  have  full-kitchen  facilities. 

The  Zoning  Administrator  determined  that  the  hotel  component  of  the  project  would  be  subject  to 
all  the  provisions  and  restrictions  that  apply  to  hotels,  including,  but  not  limited  to,  the 
requirement  for  Conditional  Use  authorization  (in  C-3  districts,  as  described  on  p.  44  of  the  EIR); 
all  applicable  provisions  of  Planning  Code  Section  313:  Housing  Requirements  for  Large-Scale 
Development  Projects,  and  Section  314:  Child-Care  Requirements  for  Office  and  Hotel 
Development  Projects;  and  the  City's  Hotel  Transient  Occupancy  Tax. 

Therefore,  the  last  paragraph  under  Other  Requirements  and  Approvals  on  p.  45  of  the  Draft  EIR 
in  Chapter  II,  Project  Description,  is  revised  (revisions  are  shown  in  boldface  type)  to  clarify 
information  about  applicable  provisions  of  Planning  Code  Sections  313,  314,  and  315,  as  follows. 
Two  new  footnotes  are  added  as  well. 

The  project  is  subject  to  affordable  housing  requirements.  The  hotel  component 
triggers  Planning  Code  Section  313:  Housing  Requirements  for  Large-Scale 
Development  Projects  because  it  would  include  more  than  25,000  gsf  of  hotel  use;^  it 


'  Lawrence  Badiner,  Zoning  Administrator,  San  Francisco  Planning  Department,  Letter  of 
Determination  of  Hotel  Status,  letter  to  Pamela  S.  Duffy,  Esq.,  Coblentz,  Patch,  Duffy  &  Bass,  June  6, 
2002.  A  copy  of  this  letter  is  available  for  review,  by  appointment,  at  the  Planning  Department,  1660 
Mission  Street,  as  part  of  the  project  file. 
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also  triggers  child-care  requirements  (Planning  Code  Section  314:  Child-Care 
Requirements  for  Office  and  Hotel  Development  Projects)  because  it  includes  a 
hotel  with  more  than  six  rooms  and  a  net  addition  of  more  than  50,000  gsf  of  hotel 
space.' 

The  residential  component  of  the  project  is  subject  to  the  City's  Inclusionary 
Affordable  Housing  legislation  (Ordinance  No.  3702,  codified  as  Planning  Code  Section 
315  passed  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  on  March  2,  2002).  The  Ordinance  sets  forth 
inclusionary  housing  requirements  for  residential  development  proposals  of  10  or  more 
units  and  allows  for  compliance  on-site  or  off-site,  or  by  payment  of  an  in-lieu  fee. 
Under  Section  3 15  the  requirement  for  a  project  meeting  the  above  criterion  varies 
between  5  and  17  percent  depending  on  the  nature  of  approvals  requested,  when  the 
building  permit  application  was  submitted,  and  method  of  compliance. 

The  project  sponsor  is  currently  evaluating  options  for  compliance  with  Code  Sections 
313, 314  and  315.  The  Planning  Department  will  confirm  these  requirements  for  the 
project  as  part  of  its  application  review  process,  and  the  project  sponsor's  proposals  will 
be  considered  by  the  Planning  Commission,  as  part  of  its  deliberations  on  whether  to 
approve,  approve  with  conditions  or  disapprove  the  project. 

The  two  new  footnotes  are  shown  below: 

*  Planning  Code  Section  313.3(a)(2).  According  to  Planning  Code  Sections 
313.4  et  seq.,  the  project  sponsor  is  required  to  pay  and/or  contribute  land  to  an 
affordable  housing  developer,  or  pay  an  in-lieu  fee  (Net  Addition  GSF  Hotel 
Space  X  $11.21  =  Total  Fee)  to  the  City  Controller  to  be  exclusively  used  for  the 
development  of  affordable  housing  as  a  condition  of  project  approval. 

'  Planning  Code  Sections  314.1(g)  and  314.3(a).  According  to  Planning  Code 
Sections  314.4  etseq.,  the  project  sponsor  is  required  to  provide  a  child-care 
facility  on  or  near  the  project  site,  or  arrange  with  a  nonprofit  organization  to 
provide  a  child-care  facility  at  a  location  within  the  City,  or  pay  an  in-lieu  fee 
(Net  Addition  GSF  Hotel  Space  X  $1  =  Total  Fee)  to  the  City  Controller  to  be 
exclusively  used  to  foster  the  expansion  of  and  ease  of  access  to  child-care 
facilities  affordable  to  low-  or  moderate-income  households. 

These  revisions  to  the  Draft  EIR  relate  to  project  approvals  required,  rather  than  physical 
environmental  effects  of  the  project.  For  this  reason,  they  do  not  affect  the  content  or  conclusions 
of  the  Draft  EIR. 
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Comments 

This  is  one  of  at  least  8  large  (upscale)  housing  projects  proposed  in  the  general  area  between  the 
Transbay  Terminal  and  the  Bay  Bridge.  The  area  was  planned  as  part  of  the  Downtown  Plan  and 
associated  plans  such  as  for  Rincon  Hill.  Then  Loma  Prieta  struck  and  many  of  the  freeway 
approaches  were  torn  down.  The  City  adopted  a  policy  to  relocate  the  CalTrain  terminal  from  4* 
&  Townsend  to  withm  a  block  of  this  particular  site.  There  are  still  planning  processes 
underway,  and  proposed  Master  Plan  and  zoning  changes  going  through  environmental  review 
and  code  revisions. 

But  what  is  going  on  NOW  is  that  the  developers  of  these  large  housing  projects  are  lining  up  to 
get  their  entitlements  BEFORE  there  is  an  overall  plan  for  the  area.  A  plan  which  sorts  out  how 
to  support  thousands  of  new  residents  in  an  area  which  has  all  kinds  of  physical  constraints, 
including  the  mountainous  Bay  Bridge  abutment  which  severely  limits  north-south  traffic  —  and 
with  streets  that  are  themselves  surface  arterials  with  heavy  traffic  trying  to  get  onto  the  Bridge  or 
onto  the  freeway  system.  This  is  NOT  an  area  that  is  pleasant  for  pedestrians. 

As  the  CalTrains  terminal  is  relocated,  the  goal  is  to  have  a  hub  where  trains  and  buses  come 
together,  with  thousands  of  new  pedesfrians  streaming  through  the  area  if  those  plans  are 
successful. 

Yet  none  of  this  comes  through  in  this  rather  pedestrian  EIR.  It  is  another  ho-hum,  let[']s  just 
pour  the  counts  into  the  usual  formulas.  . . . 

The  housing  projects  of  which  I  am  aware  are: 

201  Folsom  -  620  units  in  2  400'  towers 

300  Spear  -  620  units  in  2  400'  towers 

40-50  Lansing  -  82  units  on  hill  at     &  Harrison  -  84' 

333  Fremont  -  88  units  -  80' 

375  Fremont  -  248  units  -  300' 

385-399  Fremont  -  200+  units  -  300' 

425  V  Street  -  506  units  -  2  towers,  30  and  30  stories 

301  Mission  -  320  units  -  605'  tower 
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I  expect  there  are  others  being  planned  of  which  I  am  unaware. 

These  projects  should  be  on  a  single  map,  along  with  any  others  proposed  or  under  review.  That 
map  should  have  basic  circulation  on  it  -  traffic  direction,  number  of  lanes,  with  arrows  that  by 
their  width  show  the  volume  of  traffic  at  peak  times.  It  would  be  very  helpftil  if  any 
"neighborhood  commercial"  type  services  that  exist  in  this  area  were  also  shown. 

WITHOUT  THAT  INFORMATION  YOUR  ANALYSES  OF  WHAT  TRIPS  THESE  NEW 
RESIDENTS  WILL  TAKE  IS  SO  MUCH  HYPOTHESIS. . . .  (Sue  C.  Hestor) 

On  page  51,  you  have  a  map  of  what  is  considered  to  be  the  project  vicinity.  And  here  ~  and  also 
on  page  62.  The  project  vicinity  should  go  all  the  way  down  to  the  bridge,  because  that  is  the  real 
-  the  real  vicinity.  And  that  is  where  all  of  the  new  construction  is  happening.  You  chop  off 
some  of  the  stuff  that's  happening  down  there  in  mega  housing  projects.  {Sue  C.  Hestor) 

Response 

As  noted  in  the  comment,  residential  development  exists  and  more  is  proposed  from  the  area  near 
Market  Street  around  the  Transbay  Terminal  to  the  Bay  Bridge.  This  broader  area  referred  to  in 
the  comment  is  discussed  in  the  Land  Use  section  of  the  EIR  on  pp.  50-56.  It  is  composed  of 
three  distinct  subareas  and  is  adjacent  to  Yerba  Buena  Center.  The  three  subareas  include  the 
southern  part  of  the  Downtown  C-3-0  (Downtown  Office)  District;  the  proposed  Transbay 
Redevelopment  Project  Area;  and  the  existing  Rincon  Hill  Special  Use  District  (SUD)  for  which 
amendments  are  being  developed.  These  subareas  overlap  somewhat  as  shown  in  Figure  C&R-l: 
Residential  Development  in  the  C-3-0,  Proposed  Transbay  Redevelopment  Area,  and  Rincon  Hill 
Special  Use  District. 

For  a  discussion  of  the  area  considered  in  the  transportation  analysis  and  maps  related  to  that 
analysis,  refer  to  the  third  response  under  Traffic  Analysis  on  pp.  217-223. 

Centered  on  the  Market  Street  transit  spine,  the  C-3-0  (Downtown  Office)  District  is 
characterized  by  densely  clustered  high-rise  office  development  both  north  and  south  of  Market 
Street.  The  301  Mission  Street  project  site  is  within  the  C-3-0  District.  Currently,  residential 
development  that  exists  near  the  project  site  consists  of  the  320-unit  Rincon  Towers,  about  57 
units  at  388  Market  Street,  and  a  few  small-scale  developments.  A  portion  of  the  575  Market 
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Street  office  building  has  been  approved  for  conversion  to  134  residential  units,  but  other  than  the 
proposed  project,  no  new  residential  development  has  been  proposed  nearby.^  As  described  on 
p.  56  of  the  EIR,  the  project  area  is  not  currently  a  residential  neighborhood.  The  Downtown 
Plan  includes  policies  encouraging  mixed-use  development,  including  housing  in  the  C-3-0 
Districts. 

The  central  portion  of  the  general  area  addressed  in  the  comments  and  shown  on  Figure  C&R- 1  is 
the  proposed  Transbay  Redevelopment  Project  Area,  which  includes  the  Transbay  Terminal  and 
the  301  Mission  Street  project  site.  As  discussed  on  pp.  54-56  of  the  EIR,  Chapter  III.  A,  Land 
Use  and  Zoning,  the  Board  of  Supervisors  formally  adopted  this  area  as  a  redevelopment  study 
area  in  1994.  As  the  comment  notes,  a  substantial  portion  of  this  proposed  Redevelopment  Area, 
previously  dominated  by  the  Embarcadero  Freeway  and  zoned  P-Public,  became  vacant  after  the 
1 989  Earthquake  and  is  currently  used  for  surface  parking.  With  the  exception  of  the 
301  Mission  Street  project,  no  residential  development  proposal  is  active  at  this  time. 

The  Transbay  Terminal  area  has  been  the  focus  of  a  number  of  planning  efforts  over  the  past  ten 
years.  It  is  currently  the  subject  of  a  Draft  EIS/EIR.^  On  March  28,  2003,  the  Transbay  Joint 
Powers  Authority  Board  of  Directors  passed  a  Resolution  adopting  a  Locally  Preferred 
Alternative  (LP A)  for  purposes  of  finalizing  the  EIS  for  the  Transbay  Terminal/Caltrain 
Downtown  Extension/Redevelopment  Project  with  the  following  elements:  1)  West  Ramp 
Alternative  for  the  Transbay  Terminal;  2)  the  Second-to-Main-Street  Caltrain  Downtown 
Extension  alignment  as  refined;  3)  Full-Build  Redevelopment  Plan  alternative,  which  includes 
mixed  use  development  with  retail  uses  and  up  to  about  4,670  dwelling  units;  and  4)  an 
underground  connection  to  BART,  if  ftinding  permits. 


^  About  five  blocks  west  of  the  project  site  a  164-unit  residential  development  has  been  recently 
proposed  at  690  Market  Street. 

^  Transbay  Terminal/Caltrain  Downtown  Extension/Redevelopment  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  by  the 
City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  the  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency,  the  Peninsula  Corridor  Joint 
Powers  Board,  and  the  Federal  Transit  Administration,  published  October  2002.  This  Draft  EIS/EIR 
analyzes  three  project  components:  demolition  of  the  existing  terminal  and  construction  of  a  new,  multi- 
modal Transbay  Terminal  on  its  site;  extension  of  Caltrain  commuter  rail  service  from  its  current  San 
Francisco  terminus  at  Fourth  and  Townsend  Streets  to  a  new  underground  terminus  underneath  the 
proposed  new  Transbay  Terminal;  and  a  Redevelopment  Area  Plan  that  envisions  transit-oriented 
development  on  publicly  owned  land  in  the  vicinity  of  the  new  Transbay  Terminal. 
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The  proposed  Transbay  Redevelopment  Project  Plan  has  not  yet  been  published  or  adopted,  and 
is  unlikely  to  be  adopted  before  the  proposed  301  Mission  Street  project  approval  action  and,  if 
approved,  construction  initiated  on  the  site.  To  delay  action  on  the  proposed  project  for  an 
indeterminate  period,  until  a  Transbay  Terminal  design  is  finalized  and  has  received  various 
approvals  and  a  redevelopment  plan  is  adopted,  would  not  be  reasonable.  CEQA  is  not  intended 
to  suspend  permitting  or  development  activity  while  areawide  planning  efforts  are  underway. 
According  to  State  CEQA  Guidelines  Article  8,  Section  15100(b),  "public  agencies  should  carry 
out  their  responsibilities  for  preparing  and  reviewing  EIRs  within  a  reasonable  period  of  time. 
The  requirement  for  the  preparation  of  an  EIR  should  not  cause  undue  delays  in  the  processing  of 
applications  for  permits  or  other  entitlements  to  use." 

South  of  the  proposed  Transbay  Redevelopment  Project  Area  is  Rincon  Hill,  the  third  subarea  of 
the  broader  area  referred  to  in  the  comment.  The  Rincon  Hill  SUD  was  adopted  in  1985  to 
encourage  residential  development.  This  twelve-block  area  lies  about  a  quarter  mile  south  of  the 
project  site.  Rincon  Hill  was  part  of  the  Transbay  study  area  until  the  mid  1990's.  After 
preparation  of  the  Transbay  20/20  Concept  Plan,  the  Transbay  area  and  Rincon  Hill  area  were 
separated  for  planning  purposes.  The  San  Francisco  Planning  Department  currently  is  developing 
amendments  to  the  Rincon  Hill  Area  Plan  and  associated  amendments  to  the  Planning  Code  to 
combine  the  Rincon  Hill  SUD  subdistrict  designations  (Residential  and  Commercial/Industrial 
subdistricts)  into  one  Rincon  Hill  Mixed  Used  (RHM)  District,  to  increase  height  limits  to  up  to 
400  feet  and  to  make  other  changes  intended  to  stimulate  high-density,  residential  development  in 
the  Rincon  Hill  area.  Formal  amendment  of  the  General  Plan  and  Planning  Code,  including  text 
and  zoning  map  changes,  would  be  required.  The  Planning  Department  is  preparing  an  EIR  for 
the  proposed  amendments.''  This  proposal  is  subject  to  refinement  and  requires  action  by  the 
Planning  Commission  and  Board  of  Supervisors  before  the  proposed  amendments  go  into  effect. 

As  shown  on  Figure  C«feR-l,  p.  193,  a  number  of  high-density  residential  buildings  containing 
about  1,100  units  have  been  built  in  the  Rincon  Hill  SUD,  and  projects  totaling  about  3,200 
additional  units  are  under  construction,  approved  or  under  formal  review.  This  data  updates  that 
provided  in  the  comments,  based  on  Planning  Department  records.  Much  of  Rincon  Hill  is  in 
transition  from  an  industrial  district  with  surface  parking  to  a  predominantly  high-rise  residential 
district.  The  proposed  residential  developments  at  201  Folsom  Street,  300  Spear  Street,  40-50 
Lansing  Street,  333  Fremont  Street,  375  Fremont  Street,  385  Fremont  Street,  and  425  First  Street 


"  See  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  2000. 108 IE:  Rincon  Hill  Mixed  Use  District  Notice  of 
Preparation  of  a  Draft  EIR,  March  10,  2001. 
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noted  in  the  comment  are  among  the  recently  proposed  residential  development  in  the  Rincon  Hill 
SUD  area. 

These  three  subareas,  C-3-0,  proposed  Transbay  Redevelopment  Project  Area,  and  Rincon  Hill 
SUD  are  distinct  in  character  and  purpose.  The  project  site  is  separated  from  the  Rincon  Hill 
SUD  by  blocks  of  vacant  land;  it  is  not  considered  a  part  of  that  residential  neighborhood. 
Should  the  proposed  Transbay  Redevelopment  Project  be  adopted  and  the  intervening  vacant 
blocks  designated  for  housing,  it  is  possible  that  high-density  residential  uses  would  be  developed 
on  the  vacant  parcels  in  the  future.  Then  these  subareas  would  function  as  contiguous  residential 
neighborhoods,  and  presumably  would  interact  more  than  they  do  at  present. 

The  comments  state  that  the  area  south  of  the  301  Mission  project  site  is  not  pleasant  for 
pedestrians.  If  development  occurs  under  the  proposed  Transbay  Redevelopment  Project  Plan, 
connecting  with  residential  development  on  Rincon  Hill,  this  area  will  become  more  active,  with 
an  increased  population  that  would  probably  support  more  services.  Current  planning  efforts 
envision,  for  example,  making  Folsom  Sfreet  into  a  boulevard,  including  widening  the  north 
sidewalk  specifically  for  pedestrians  and  related  activities. 

Comment 

If  this  project,  like  many  others,  wants  to  land  bank  its  approval  —  the  pattern  is  that  the 
developer  comes  back  in  3  years  and  says  that  the  economy  hasn't  turned  around  sufficiently  and 
can  he  please  have  another  extension  on  his  CU  —  he  should  be  told  "NO."  This  environmental 
analysis  is  being  done  BEFORE  Master  Plan  and  code  revisions.  The  developer  may  be 
attempting  to  get  his  approval  before  the  City  develops  new  conditions  which  are  imposed  on 
projects  such  as  this. 

It  is  true  that  San  Francisco  has  a  great  historical  pattern  —  first  approve  all  the  projects,  then 
adopt  the  plans  and  impose  mitigations.  But  that  is  not  an  environmentally  sound  approach, 
particularly  for  the  City's  major  transit  hub. 

There  is  no  way  the  Commission  will  have  the  information  available  to  make  informed  decisions 
unless  it  is  provided  in  the  EIR.  That  information  is  not  currently  in  the  Draft  EIR. 
{Sue  C.  Hestor) 
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Response 

The  project  sponsor  expects  construction  to  start  in  2004,  and  continue  for  36  to  48  months. 
Initial  occupancy  is  expected  in  2007.  The  information  on  the  project  schedule  on  p.  45  of  the 
Draft  EIR  is  hereby  updated  as  follows: 

The  project  sponsor  anticipates  environmental  review,  project  review,  and  a  detailed 
design  to  be  completed  in  late  2003.  If  the  project  were  approved  and  the  necessary 
building  permits  issued,  construction  would  commence  in  2004  and  would  last  about  36 
to  48  months.  Initial  occupancy  is  planned  for  2007. 

Thus,  provided  the  project  were  approved,  the  project  sponsor  does  not  plan  to  "land  bank" 
entitlements  for  the  301  Mission  Street  project.  In  addition,  the  Planning  Commission  may  set 
time  limits  for  commencement  of  construction  in  the  Conditions  of  Approval  for  development 
projects. 

Comments 

The  City  has  just  had  an  "experiment"  of  approving  residential  projects  in  areas  where  they  had 
no  residential  neighborhood  context.  It  is  called  "live/work."  Vast  areas  of  the  south  of  Market, 
Dogpatch  and  the  NorthEast  Mission  Industrial  Zone  had  these  upper  income  housing  project[s] 
plunked  down  in  them.  Many  of  those  residents,  having  no  "walk  to"  neighborhood  services 
came  and  went  —  and  still  come  and  go  —  in  their  cars  because  there  is  no  hospitable  walking 
context  for  them  to  get  their  laundry  done,  go  to  restaurants  and  coffee  shops,  buy  groceries  and 
other  goods.  {Sue  C.  Hestor) 

HOW  IS  THIS  AREA  TO  FUNCTION  AS  A  NEIGHBORHOOD?  A  NEIGHBORHOOD 
WITH  SUBSTANTIAL  HOUSING?  WHERE  ARE  THE  SUPPORT  SERVICES  TO  BE 
LOCATED,  AND  HOW  WILL  PEOPLE  ACCESS  THEM?  WHICH  WAY  DO  THEY  WALK 
—  TO  SOUTH  BEACH,  TO  MISSION  BAY,  TO  NORTH  BEACH,  TO  YERBA  BUENA, 
FOR  SERVICES?  {Sue  C.  Hestor) 

Response 

The  comment  correctly  notes  that  in  some  cases  live/work  projects  have  been  built  in  industrial 
areas  without  extensive  services.  Retail  businesses  such  as  grocery  stores,  pharmacies,  and  dry 
cleaning  services,  among  others,  are  in  walking  distance  of  the  301  Mission  Street  site,  in  Rincon 
Plaza  and  Embarcadero  Center,  for  example.  A  farmers  market  operates  all  days  of  the  week  at 
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the  Ferry  Building  four  blocks  east  of  the  site,  with  an  expanded  market  on  Saturdays  (8:00  a.m.- 
2:00  p.m.),  Tuesdays  (10:00  a.m.-2:00  p.m.),  and  Thursdays  (3:00  p.m.-7:00  p.m.).  The  site  is 
well  served  by  transit,  which  makes  it  possible  to  reach  retail  services  farther  away.  Some 
residents  might  choose  to  drive  for  certain  services. 

Nearby  Rincon  Hill  is  a  developing  residential  neighborhood  and  is  expected  to  attract  more 
neighborhood  services  as  the  residential  population  of  that  area  increases.  Most  existing  and 
proposed  residential  developments  in  the  Rincon  Hill  area  are  not  live/work  in  nature  and  most 
have  ground-floor,  neighborhood-serving  retail  services. 

Proposition  H  (1999) 

Comments 

Attention  of  all  parties  concerned  with  this  project  is  directed  to  San  Francisco  Proposition  H  of 
November  1999.  Excerpts  from  it  are  quoted  below. 

Section  2.  As  part  of  the  extension  of  Caltrain  downtown,  a  new  or  rebuilt  terminal  shall 
be  constructed  on  the  present  site  of  the  Transbay  Transit  Terminal  serving  Caltrain, 
regional  and  intercity  bus  lines,  MUNI,  and  high  speed  rail,  and  having  a  convenient 
connection  to  BART  and  MUNI  Metro... 

Section  9.  The  Mayor,  the  Board  of  Supervisors,  and  all  relevant  city  officers  and 
agencies  are  hereby  forbidden  from  taking  any  actions  that  would  conflict  with  the 
extension  of  Caltrain  to  downtown  San  Francisco,  including,  but  not  limited  to,  pursuing 
any  uses  that  conflict  with  Section  2,  or  undertaking  any  other  land  use  or  development 
efforts  that  would  conflict  with  the  intent  of  this  legislation. 

Since  this  is  an  ordinance  that  was  passed  by  a  vote  of  the  people  of  San  Francisco,  and  can  only 
be  changed  by  a  subsequent  vote,  all  of  the  alternatives  studied  in  the  DEIR  should  have 
complied  with  the  terms  of  this  ordinance.  Note  carefully  its  instructions  in  regard  to  high  speed 
rail  and  to  the  construction  of  Transbay  Terminal.  This  mandate  must  be  followed  in 
implementing  this  project.  In  the  case  of  this  document,  it  should  have  been  the  guide  for  the 
alternatives  to  be  studied  for  this  project.  The  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  the  Peninsula 
Corridor  Joint  Powers  Board,  and  the  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency  have  prepared  a 
DEIS/DEIR  for  Transbay  Terminal/Caltrain  Downtown  Extension/Redevelopment  Project.  The 
period  for  public  comment  on  this  has  closed,  and  the  final  EIS/EIR  is  being  prepared.  Several 
alternatives  are  being  evaluated,  and  although  the  Transbay  Joint  Powers  Authority  has  chosen  a 
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locally  preferred  alternative,  changes  could  still  be  made  and  what  is  actually  built  could  be 
different  from  it. 

Since  the  project  as  proposed  in  this  document  by  the  project  sponsor  violates  Proposition  H 
because  it  conflicts  with  alternative  variations  that  could  still  be  adopted  for  the  Transbay 
Terminal/Caltrain  Downtown  Extension/Redevelopment  Project,  it  could  not  be  approved  for 
construction.  Documents  on  file  in  the  San  Francisco  Assessor's  Office  show  that  the  project 
sponsor,  Mission  Street  Development  Partners,  LLC,  bought  the  property  on  June  29,  2001. 
Proposition  H  was  passed  on  November  2,  1999.  Therefore,  it  appears  that  the  project  sponsor 
bought  the  property  after  the  passage  of  Proposition  H.  So  the  project  sponsor  should  have  been 
aware  of  the  requirements  the  project  would  have  to  meet  -  that  is,  that  it  would  have  to  be 
designed  so  it  would  not  conflict  with  any  new  terminal  design,  the  Caltrain  Downtown 
Extension,  or  high  speed  rail.  There  are  project  alternatives  that  comply  with  Proposition  H  and 
could  have  been  pursued.  {Jennifer  Clary,  President,  and  Norman  Rolfe,  Transportation  Chair, 
San  Francisco  Tomorrow) 

I  am  on  the  Transbay  Citizens  Advisory  Committee,  and  I'm  also  the  transportation  chair  for  San 
Francisco  Tomorrow  and  it  is  in  that  capacity  that  I  speak.  I  am  working  on  [written]  comments 
on  this.  They  are  still  in  draft  form,  but  I  can  hit  a  few  highlights  right  now. 

First  thing  is  to  draw  attention  of  all  parties  concerned  to  San  Francisco  Proposition  H,  November 
1999,  pertinent  excerpts. 

Section  2:  "As  part  of  the  extension  of  Cal  Train  downtown  a  new  or  rebuilt  terminal  shall  be 
constructed  on  the  site  of  the  present  Transbay  Terminal  ~" 

First  thing  is  to  draw  attention  to  Proposition  H,  of  November  1999.  And  in  it  it  states  that  the 
people  of  San  Francisco  say  that  there  shall  be  an  extension  of  Cal  Train  downtown  to  a  new  or 
rebuilt  terminal.  And  it  says  the  Mayor  and  Board  of  Supervisors  and  all  relevant  City  officers 
and  agencies  are  hereby  forbidden  from  taking  any  actions  that  would  conflict  with  the  extension 
of  Cal  Train  to  downtown  San  Francisco,  including  but  not  limited  to  pursuing  any  other  uses  that 
conflict  with  section  two  or  undertaking  any  other  land  use  or  development  efforts  that  would 
conflict  with  the  intent  of  this  legislation.  (Norman  Rolfe,  Transportation  Chair,  San  Francisco 
Tomorrow) 

It  so  happens  that  there  are  two  alternatives  being  considered  right  now  for  the  extension  of  Cal 
Train  downtown  and  the  rebuilding  the  Transbay  Terminal.  This  project,  as  now  proposed, 
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conflicts  with  one  of  them  and  may  conflict  with  the  other  one,  too.  So,  it  probably  could  not  be 
approved  on  the  basis  of  what  it  has  now.  (Norman  Rolfe,  Transportation  Chair,  San  Francisco 
Tomorrow) 

Response 

The  comments  focus  on  interpreting  Proposition  H  (Downtown  Caltrain  Station),  which  San 
Francisco  voters  adopted  in  November  1999.  This  measure  concerned  extension  of  the  Caltrain 
tracks,  which  currently  terminate  at  the  Fourth  and  Townsend  Streets  Station,  to  a  new  or  rebuilt 
station  on  the  site  of  the  Transbay  Terminal.  The  comments  state  that  the  301  Mission  Street 
project  (and  some  of  the  alternatives  analyzed  in  this  EIR)  may  conflict  with  one  or  more  of  the 
proposed  track  alignments  for  the  Transbay  Terminal/Caltrain  Downtown  Extension/ 
Redevelopment  Project  (and  its  alternatives),  which  is  the  subject  of  a  Draft  EIS/EIR  published  in 
October  2002.  (See  pp.  194-195.)  Based  on  this  potential  conflict,  the  commenters  believe  that 
the  301  Mission  Street  project  violates  Proposition  H  and  this  project  cannot  be  approved  for 
construction. 

These  comments  appear  to  misconstrue  the  scope  of  Proposition  H.  Section  1  of  the  ordinance  is 
expressly  limited  to  actions  to  protect  the  right-of-way  as  identified  in  the  1997  Caltrain  Draft 
Environmental  Impact  Statement/Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report  ("1997  DEIS")  "from  any 
development  that  would  preclude  the  extension  [of  Caltrain]  or  increase  its  costs."  The  1997 
DEIS  contains  a  number  of  alternatives  and  alignment  options,  including  the  preferred  project 
(the  Caltrain  Extension  to  the  Transbay  Terminal  Site  Alternative).  That  Alternative  contained  a 
segment,  referred  to  as  the  "Folsom  to  the  Transbay  Terminal"  component,  as  described  in  the 
1997  DEIS  and  depicted  on  Figure  2.3-9  therein.  That  segment  shows  a  transition  from  mined 
tunnel  construction  to  a  cut-and-cover  subway  occurring  just  north  of  Folsom  Street  at  Essex 
Street,  following  the  right-of-way  for  the  existing  outbound  bus  access  ramp  that  leads  from  the 
existing  Transbay  Terminal  to  the  Bay  Bridge.  The  right-of-way  terminates  on  the  north  adjacent 
to  the  301  Mission  Street  site  between  Minna  and  Natoma  Streets  at  Beale  Street.  Because  the 
301  Mission  Street  project  would  be  constructed  entirely  on  private  property  adjacent  to  but  not 
within  the  proposed  right-of-way  identified  in  the  1997  DEIS,  its  construction  would  not 
adversely  affect  the  right-of-way  area  that  Proposition  H  earmarks  for  protection.  Accordingly, 
Section  1  of  the  ordinance  does  not  apply  to  the  301  Mission  Street  project. 

The  comments  also  cite  to  Section  9  of  the  ordinance.  However,  the  citations  omit  a  relevant 
portion  of  this  section.  Section  9  of  Proposition  H  provides  as  follows  (including  the  omitted 
portion  in  bold):  "The  Mayor,  the  Board  of  Supervisors,  and  all  relevant  city  officers  and 
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agencies  are  hereby  forbidden  from  taking  any  actions  that  would  conflict  with  the  extension  of 
Caltrain  to  downtown  San  Francisco,  including,  but  not  limited  to,  pursuing  any  uses  for  the 
present  Transbav  Terminal  site  that  conflict  with  Section  2,  or  undertaking  any  other  land  use 
planning  or  development  efforts  that  would  conflict  with  the  intent  of  this  legislation."  The 
301  Mission  Street  project  would  not  involve  any  use  of,  or  affect  in  any  way,  the  present 
Transbay  Terminal  site,  which  is  across  the  street  from  the  301  Mission  Street  project  site.  In 
addition,  approval  of  the  301  Mission  Street  project  is  not  a  "land  use  planning  or  development 
effort"  under  the  legislation.  Such  efforts  would  include  development  efforts  that  the  City,  its 
officers,  or  agencies  sponsor  on  public  property,  or  land  use  planning  efforts  such  as  rezoning  or 
redevelopment  plan  activities  that  might  change  the  pattern  of  development  in  a  way  that  is 
inconsistent  with  the  intent  of  the  legislation.  Approval  of  entitlements  for  a  private  project  that 
is  consistent  with  the  underlying  zoning  designation  is  not  covered  by  the  language  of  Section  9. 

The  comment  correctly  states  that  the  Transbay  Joint  Powers  Authority  selected  a  locally 
preferred  alternative  (LP A)  (on  March  28,  2003)  which  includes  the  Second  Street-to-Main  Street 
Calfrain  track  alignment.  The  LPA  selection  process  is  required  by  the  Federal  Transportation 
Administration,  a  federal  funding  source  for  the  Transbay  project.  The  comment  also  accurately 
states  that  this  selection  does  not  foreclose  fixture  changes  to  design  or  construction  of  the 
Transbay  project.  In  response  to  this  uncertainty,  the  EIR  for  301  Mission  Street  includes  two 
alternatives.  Alternatives  E-1  and  E-2,  that  could  accommodate  the  two  proposed  track 
alignments  of  the  Caltrain/bullet  train  extension  as  it  leaves  the  proposed  terminal  site  and  moves 
in  an  easterly  direction  (see  pp.  158-167  of  the  EIR).  Although  the  Transbay  decision  makers 
may  ultimately  select  a  track  alignment  that  is  different  from  the  locally  preferred  alternative, 
neither  CEQA  nor  other  local  law  precludes  the  City  from  taking  action  on  the  301  Mission  Street 
project,  its  EIR,  or  the  entitlement  decisions  related  to  this  project  while  a  final  determination  on 
the  Transbay  project  is  pending. 

The  commenters  claim  that  because  the  current  property  owner  purchased  the  301  Mission  Street 
site  after  adoption  of  Proposition  H,  the  sponsor  should  have  designed  a  project  and  alternatives 
to  it  that  comply  with  Proposition  H.  As  stated  above,  the  301  Mission  Street  EIR  does  contain 
two  alternatives  that  address  the  two  track  alignments  that  the  Transbay  Authority  is  considering. 
CEQA  does  not  require  the  project  sponsor  or  the  lead  agency  conducting  the  environmental 
review  to  pursue  a  specific  project  design  program.  CEQA  only  requires  that  the  review  process 
for  a  project  and  its  alternatives  satisfy  the  requirements  set  forth  in  state  and  local  law  for  the 
conduct  and  analysis  of  environmental  review.  This  EIR  complies  with  these  requirements. 
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As  set  forth  in  CEQA  Guidelines  Section  15121,  an  EIR  is  an  informational  document  which 
informs  the  public  decision  makers  and  the  public  about  a  project's  physical  impacts  to  the 
environment,  identifies  possible  ways  to  minimize  significant  environmental  impacts,  and 
describes  reasonable  alternatives  to  the  project.  It  is  not  an  approval  of  the  project  described 
therein.  Decisions  on  the  merits  of  a  project,  its  design,  and  related  actions  can  take  place  only 
after  the  EIR  is  certified  as  complete.  As  explained  in  the  first  Response  under  Land  Use  on 
p.  195,  CEQA  is  not  intended  to  suspend  permitting  or  development  activity  while  areawide 
planning  efforts  are  underway.  In  addition,  there  are  state  and  federal  laws  and  constitutional 
protections  that  extend  to  certain  private  property  rights.  Governmental  actions  that  affect  those 
rights  may  be  viewed  as  invalid  or  compensable  under  applicable  law. 

Housing  Demand 

Comments 

The  DEIR  discusses  housing  demand.  It  states  that  the  project  would  result  in  a  net  increase  in 
employees  on  the  site  of  35.  It  arrives  at  this  by  taking  the  total  projected  employment  in  the 
project  (605)  and  subtracting  from  it  the  number  of  employees  in  the  buildings  presently  on  the 
site  (570).  This  is  not  realistic.  The  persons  employed  on  the  present  site  will  probably  continue 
[to]  be  employed  downtown  but  at  other  locations.  Therefore,  the  total  number  of  persons 
expected  to  be  employed  in  this  project's  buildings  (605)  should  be  used  to  determine  housing 
demand.  .  .  .  {Jennifer  Clary,  President,  and  Norman  Rolfe,  Transportation  Chair,  San  Francisco 
Tomorrow) 

Then  there's  the  housing  demand.  And  the  way  they  arrive  at  the  housing  demand  is  highly 
questionable.  They  took  the  new  jobs  this  thing's  going  to  have  and  the  jobs  already  existing 
thing,  they  subtracted,  and  jeez,  only  35.  Now  wait  a  minute.  The  people  that  get  kicked  out  of 
these  buildings  are  just  going  to  relocate  to  other  buildings  in  the  financial  district.  So  the  total 
housing  impact  is  probably  the  605  new  jobs  that  they  predict  here.  (Norman  Rolfe, 
Transportation  Chair,  San  Francisco  Tomorrow) 

Response 

The  project  proposes  a  mix  of  uses,  including  residential,  hotel,  office  and  retail  space.  Project 
employment  and  housing  demand  are  summarized  and  discussed  on  pp.  131-133  of  the  EIR  in  the 
context  of  Growth  Inducement  and  in  the  Population  section  of  the  Initial  Study  (see  Appendix  A 
of  the  EIR,  pp.  15-17).  As  stated  on  p.  131  of  the  EIR,  at  full  occupancy  the  existing  buildings  on 
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the  site  would  have  accommodated  approximately  570  employees.^  The  proposed  301  Mission 
Street  project  would  be  expected  to  have  a  total  of  605  employees,  for  a  net  increase  of  about  35 
employees  on  the  project  site.  As  noted  on  EIR  p.  132,  it  is  expected  that  some  workers 
employed  by  businesses  on  the  project  site  would  want  to  live  in  the  City.  In  addition,  some  new 
jobs  would  be  held  by  individuals  who:  already  live  and  work  in  the  City;  live  in  the  City  but 
were  previously  not  employed  or  who  worked  outside  the  City;  live  in  surrounding  communities; 
or  are  unable  to  afford  housing  in  the  City.  Therefore,  not  all  project  employment  would  be  new 
to  San  Francisco.  Even  if  the  total  projected  employment  in  the  project  (605)  were  used  to 
calculate  increase  in  employment  at  the  site  as  requested  in  the  comment,  the  potential  increase  in 
employment  would  still  be  very  small  (approximately  0.08  percent)  in  the  context  of  total 
employment  in  San  Francisco  (73 1 ,660). 

Although  it  would  not  be  accurate,  if  it  were  assumed  that  all  of  the  project  employees  wanted  to 
live  in  San  Francisco  and  aU  of  the  businesses  and  jobs  were  new  to  San  Francisco,  the  housing 
demand  would  be  about  370  units.  The  actual  project- generated  demand  for  housing  would  be 
for  22  dwelling  units.  As  stated  on  p.  132  of  the  EIR,  "based  on  standard  household  density 
factors  (about  1.8  persons  per  dwelling  unit)  in  use  in  San  Francisco,^  the  proposed  residential 
portion  of  the  project  is  estimated  to  accommodate  approximately  575  people  .  .  .  The  proposed 
project  would  contribute  about  320  units  to  the  City's  housing  stock.  The  project  would  not 
create  substantial  demand  for  new  housing.  The  project's  approximately  320  residential  units 
would  more  than  offset  housing  demand  from  the  employment  in  the  project.  Because  the  units 
are  proposed  to  be  market-rate  housing,  they  would  not  fulfill  needs  at  all  levels  identified  in 
ABAG's  Regional  Housing  Needs  Determination.  However,  as  discussed  in  Chapter  II,  Project 
Description,  p.  45,  the  project  sponsor  would  be  required  to  comply  with  the  inclusionary  housing 
requirements  in  Plaiming  Code  Section  315." 


^  Based  on  a  standard  multiplier  of  275  sq.  ft.  per  employee  in  office  space,  using  San  Francisco 
Planning  Department  transportation  analysis  guidelines  and  Keyser  Marston  Associates,  Inc.,  San 
Francisco  Cumulative  Growth  Scenario:  Final  Technical  Memorandum,  prepared  for  the  San  Francisco 
Redevelopment  Agency,  March  30,  1998.  Retail  employment  density  estimated  at  350  sq.  ft.  per  employee, 
based  on  San  Francisco  Planning  Department  transportation  analysis  guidelines. 

^  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  Planning  Department  and  San  Francisco  Redevelopment 
Agency,  Mission  Bay  Final  Subsequent  EIR,  Planning  Department  File  No.  96.77  IE,  SCH  No.  97092068, 
Vol.  IV,  Appendices,  Table  C.6,  p.  C.5,  certified  September  17,  1998.  The  project  proposes  about  320 
residential  units. 
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The  last  sentence  on  p.  131  of  the  Draft  EIR  is  revised  as  follows  to  correct  a  typographical  error: 

The  total  increase  in  employment  would  be  about  0.08  percent  of  total  projected 
employment  for  San  Francisco,  and  about  0.6  percent  of  the  project  projected 
employment  growth. 

Footnote  7  on  p.  1 32  of  the  Draft  EIR  is  revised  as  follows  to  correct  a  typographical  error: 

'  Based  on  an  employed-resident  density  factor  of  1 .63  employee  per  household,  the 
increase  in  employment  due  to  project  development  would  create  an  additional  demand 
for  about  28  22  residential  units  (35  net  new  jobs  divided  by  a  factor  of  1.63  employees 
per  household  results  in  a  demand  for  22  residential  units).  Employed-resident  density 
factor  of  1.63  employee  per  household  is  fi"om  Keyser  Marston  Associates,  Inc.  and 
Gabriel  Roche,  Inc.,  Jobs  Housing  Nexus  Analysis,  City  of  San  Francisco,  July  1997, 
Section  III,  p.  32. 

Housing  Affordabilitv 
Comments 

It  is  difficult  to  understand  fi^om  the  EIRs  available,  the  income  levels  to  be  served  by  the  lot  of 
these  housing  projects.  Is  there  to  be  on-site  inclusionary  housing,  or  will  the  lower  income 
housing  be  exported  to  another  area?  Is  the  City  creating  housing  segregated  by  income  —  and 
often  by  race?  {Sue  C.  Hestor) 

Since  most  of  the  people  employed  in  the  project's  buildings  will  probably  not  be  able  to  afford 
market  rate  housing,  the  project  would  generate  a  greater  demand  for  housing  affordable  to  low 
and  very  low  income  people.  The  DEIR  should  discuss  how  this  demand  would  be  met. 
{Jennifer  Clary,  President,  and  Norman  Rolfe,  Transportation  Chair,  San  Francisco  Tomorrow) 

What  you  are  missing  here  is  any  analysis  of  how  much  new  really  high-end  housing  is  being 
developed  in  a  very  small  area.  It  needs  to  be  charted.  It  needs  to  be  on  here.  . . . 

And  also  there's  no  analysis  in  here  of  cumulatively  what  income  levels  we're  make  ~  we  are 
making  all  of  this  housing  for,  versus  the  housing  needs  that  are  defined  in  the  housing  element. 

If  we  continue  to  use  every  parcel  that  comes  on  line  for  two  to  three  hundred  percent  of  median, 
and  we  use  up  all  of  the  land  in  downtown,  transbay,  all  the  industrial  areas,  where  is  the 
available  supply  of  housing  for  the  95  percent  demand  in  the  housing  element?  That  is  not 
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discussed  anywhere.  It's  not  discussed  in  staff  reports  on  projects.  It's  not  discussed  in  EIRs. 
Let's  discuss  it  in  this  EIR.  (Sue  C.  Hestor) 

Response 

Page  16  of  the  Initial  Study  (Appendix  A  to  the  EIR)  contains  information  about  the  number  of 
new  housing  units  built  in  the  City  and  the  Association  of  Bay  Area  Governments  (ABAG) 
projected  regional  housing  needs  for  San  Francisco.  As  stated  there,  during  the  period  of  1990- 
2000,  the  number  of  new  housing  units  completed  city  wide  ranged  from  a  low  of  about  500  units 
(1993)  to  a  high  of  about  2,100  units  (1990,  1991)  per  year.  The  city  wide  annual  average  over 
that  1 1 -year  period  was  about  1,200  units.  In  March  2001,  ABAG  projected  regional  needs  in  the 
Regional  Housing  Needs  Determination  (RHND)  1999-2006  allocation.  The  jurisdictional  need 
of  the  City  for  1999  to  2006  is  20,372  dwelling  units,  or  an  average  yearly  need  of  2,716  net  new 
dwelling  units.  The  proposed  project  would  provide  about  320  dwelling  units  toward  this  need. 

In  the  context  of  regional  housing  needs,  ABAG  estimates  that  San  Francisco's  low  and  very 
low-income  housing  production  need  based  on  the  1999-2006  RHND  analyses  is  7,370  units  out 
of  a  total  new  housing  need  of  20,372  units,  or  an  annual  low  and  very  low-income  housing 
production  need  of  about  921  new  units  through  2006.'  The  February  10,  2003  draft  of  the 
proposed  revisions  to  the  San  Francisco  General  Plan  Residence  Element,  Table  1-29,  New 
Construction  of  Low  and  Moderate  Income  Units,  1999-2000,  shows  San  Francisco  produced  a 
total  of  177  and  121  low  and  very  low-income  housing  units  in  1999  and  2000,  respectively. 
(See  Proposed  Housing  Element  Part  I:  Data  and  Needs  Analysis,  New  Construction  of  Low  and 
Moderate  Income  Housing,  p.  40.)  San  Francisco  is  behind  in  its  RHND  low  and  very  low- 
income  housing  production. 

Planning  policies  related  to  affordable  housing  are  contained  primarily  in  the  City's  Residence 
Element^  and  in  Planning  Code  Sections  313,  Housing  Requirements  for  Large-Scale 
Development  Projects,  and  315,  Housing  Requirements  for  Residential  and  LiveAVork 
Development  Projects.  Both  apply  to  the  301  Mission  Street  project. 


'  See  ABAG's  RHND  Web  page:  http://www.abag.ca.gov/cgi-bin/rhnd_allocation.pl 

*  The  existing  General  Plan  Residence  Element,  adopted  in  1990,  recognizes  the  need  to  include 
affordable  units  in  larger  market-rate  housing  projects.  The  Planning  Department  is  currently  updating  its 
Residence  Element  and  will  address  Citywide  affordable  housing  policies  in  that  document. 
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The  Board  of  Supervisors  in  2002  adopted  Section  315,  which  appUes  affordable  housing 
requirements  to  market-rate  residential  projects;  this  responds  to  Objective  7,  Policy  1  of  the 
Residence  Element.  Specifically,  per  Section  315.3,  Application,  this  ordinance  applies  to  all 
housing  projects  containing  10  or  more  units;  it  requires  residential  projects  to  provide  at  least  10 
percent  affordable  units  pursuant  to  Section  3\5  et seq. 

As  stated  in  Section  315.2,  Findings,  the  Board  intended  that,  in  order  to  balance  the  burden  on 
property  owners,  the  application  of  the  affordable  housing  requirement  be  limited  to  10  percent 
for  housing  projects  that  do  not  receive  any  benefits  through  the  conditional  use  or  planned  unit 
development  processes.  A  slightly  higher  percentage  (12  percent)  is  applied  to  projects  that  do 
receive  these  benefits.  At  a  project  applicant's  election,  a  housing  project  may  also  satisfy  the 
affordable  housing  requirements  by  constructing  a  higher  percentage  of  affordable  units  at  an 
alternative  site  within  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  pursuant  to  the  requirements  of 
Section  315.5:  Compliance  Through  Off-Site  Housing  Development,  or  by  paying  an  in  lieu  fee 
per  Section  315.6,  Compliance  Through  In  Lieu  Fee. 

The  project's  relation  to  affordable  housing  requirements  (which  address  General  Plan  policies  of 
the  Residence  Element)  is  discussed  in  the  EIR  in  Chapter  II,  Project  Description,  and  Section 
III.F,  Growth  Inducement,  p.  45  and  p.  132,  respectively.  As  discussed  therein,  the  project 
sponsor  is  currently  evaluating  options  for  compliance  with  the  affordable  housing  requirement 
and  has  not  yet  made  a  decision  as  to  the  method  of  compliance.  As  noted  in  the  EIR  on  p.  45, 
the  Planning  Department  will  confirm  these  requirements  for  the  project  as  part  of  its  application 
review  process,  and  the  project  sponsor's  proposals  for  fulfilling  the  affordable  housing 
requirement  will  be  considered  by  the  Planning  Commission  as  part  of  its  deliberations  on 
whether  to  approve,  approve  with  conditions,  or  disapprove  the  project.  If  the  project  is 
approved,  the  project  sponsor  would  be  required  to  comply  with  all  the  affordable  housing 
requirements  for  the  project.  If  the  developer  elects  to  comply  with  Section  315  of  the  Planning 
Code  by  providing  some  or  all  of  the  required  affordable  housing  units  off  site,  additional 
environmental  analysis  for  these  units  may  be  required.  If  necessary,  the  environmental  analyses 
of  off-site  affordable  housing  units  would  be  conducted  prior  to  approval  of  the  off-site  units. 

As  discussed  in  this  Comments  and  Responses  document  in  the  Project  Approvals  section, 
pp.  1 89-190,  the  hotel  component  of  the  project  triggers  Section  3 13  e/  seq.  because  it  would 
include  more  than  25,000  gsf  of  hotel  use.  According  to  Sections  313.4,  Imposition  of  Housing 
Requirement,  et  seq.,  the  project  sponsor  is  required  to  pay  and/or  contribute  land  to  an  affordable, 
housing  developer,  or  pay  an  in  lieu  fee  to  the  City  Controller  to  be  exclusively  used  for  the 
development  of  affordable  housing  as  a  condition  of  project  approval.  The  project  sponsor  is 
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currently  evaluating  options  for  compliance  with  Section  313.  The  Planning  Department  will 
confirm  these  requirements  for  the  project  as  part  of  its  application  review  process,  and  the 
project  sponsor's  proposals  will  be  considered  by  the  Planning  Commission,  as  part  of  its 
deliberations  on  whether  to  approve,  approve  with  conditions,  or  disapprove  the  project.  If  the 
project  is  approved,  the  project  sponsor  would  be  required  to  comply  with  all  the  affordable 
housing  requirements  for  the  project. 

VISUAL  QUALITY  AND  URBAN  DESIGN 

Building  Height 

Comments 

While  this  building  appears  to  have  won  the  Freudian  competition  of  "mine  is  bigger  than  yours" 
that  is  not  the  basis  for  sound  planning.  Will  these  buildings  transform  the  skyline  in  a  way  not 
contemplated  by  the  Urban  Design  Plan  and  the  Downtown  Plan?  Please  provide  graphics  and 
analysis.  {Sue  C.  Hestor) 

On  page  53  when  you  look  at  the  heights  of  the  buildings  in  there,  it's  very  Freudian.  The  tallest 
building  is  around  .  . .  600  feet.  So,  how  tall  is  this  one?  605  feet.  I  mean,  I  think  there's 
something  going  on  here.  (Sue  C.  Hestor) 

I  used  to  work  across  the  street  from  this  building.  And  the  building  I  worked  in  was  a  23-story 
building  and  the  building  next  door,  which  was  built  later,  was  34.  And  now  we're  talking  about 
a  58-story  building.  I  think  it's  way  out  of  scale  for  this  neighborhood.  Even  if  the  planning  code 
allows  it.  (John  Carney) 

Response 

As  noted  on  p.  74  of  the  EIR,  the  proposed  building,  at  605  feet  (625  feet  with  mechanical 
penthouse),  would  be  among  the  tallest  buildings  in  San  Francisco.  Located  adjacent  to  a  major 
transit  hub  in  an  area  where  intense  development  is  encouraged  in  the  Downtown  Plan,  and  zoned 
for  the  highest  densities  and  height  limits  in  San  Francisco,  the  building  would  be  within  the 
range  of  heights  existing,  planned  for,  and  allowable  for  the  area.  As  noted  on  p.  74,  the  605- 
foot-tall  tower  would  be  similar  in  height  to  the  nearby  600-foot-tall  50  Fremont  Street  and  within 
the  general  height  range  of  development  in  the  area.  The  project  tower  would  be  prominent  in  the 
skyline,  and  would  be  seen  as  part  of  the  dense  cluster  of  high-rise  development  marking  the 
downtown  core. 
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Views  of  the  Proposed  Project 
Comment 

The  elevations  -  pp.  30-33  -  lack  context.  They  appear  to  be  the  only  buildings  in  the  City.  The 
View  photos  don't  help  much.  Please  show  —  from  both  the  Bay  Bridge  and  from  the  south 
freeway  approach,  how  the  lot  of  these  tall  buildings  will  be  seen  TOGETHER  on  the  horizon. 
(Sue  C.  Hestor) 

Response 

As  the  comment  notes,  the  four  elevations  in  Figures  3-6  on  pp.  30-33  in  Chapter  II,  Project 
Description,  of  the  EIR  show  the  project  itself,  omitting  the  surrounding  buildings  that  comprise 
the  proposed  building's  context.  The  purpose  of  the  elevations  is  to  provide  information  about 
the  proposed  building's  architectural  features  and  convey  its  scaled  height  and  width  on  each  of 
its  four  sides.  An  elevation  is  not  intended  to  convey  how  a  building  would  appear  in  the  context 
of  other  buildings  from  a  particular  ground-level  vantage  point. 

For  this  latter  purpose,  photographic  simulations  are  provided  in  the  EIR.  For  each  of  the  four 
views  shown,  the  EIR  provides  two  images,  "Existing"  and  "Proposed  Project,"  so  the  reader  may 
more  easily  compare  existing  conditions  without  the  building  to  conditions  with  the  proposed 
project.  The  photo  simulations  showing  conditions  with  the  project  accurately  depict  in 
perspective  how  the  proposed  project  would  appear  to  a  viewer  from  specific  locations,  in  the 
context  of  surrounding  development.  Figure  18:  View  Looking  Northeast  from  Howard  Street 
Between  First  and  Second  Streets,  on  p.  64  of  the  EIR,  shows  the  proposed  project  in  context, 
particularly  in  relation  to  the  101  First  Street,  50  Fremont  Street,  201  Mission  Street,  and 
199  Fremont  Street  buildings.  Figure  19:  View  Looking  West  from  the  Bay  Bridge,  on  p.  65  of 
the  EIR,  shows  how  the  project  would  appear  in  the  context  of  the  South-of-Market  skyline. 
Figure  20:  View  Looking  East  on  Mission  Street  from  Second  Street,  on  p.  67  of  the  EIR,  shows 
the  building  in  context,  with  the  50  Fremont,  101  First  Street,  201  Second  Street,  and  201 
Mission  Street  buildings.  Figure  21:  View  Looking  Southeast  on  Mission  Street  from  Fremont 
Street,  on  p.  69  of  the  EIR,  shows  the  proposed  project  in  the  context  of  the  pedestrian 
streetscape,  and  shows  the  project  in  relation  to  201  Mission  Street,  199  Fremont  Street,  and  the 
Transbay  Terminal. 
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Although  additional  views  might  add  to  the  reader's  understanding  of  the  project,  the  four  views 
provided  in  the  EIR  provide  a  representative  range  of  views  of  the  project  from  particular, 
relevant  viewpoints. 

Cumulative  Visual  Impact 

Comment 

We  do  not  have  anything  that  shows  a  cumulative  physical  context  of  all  of  these  projects  that  are 
coming  through,  what  are  they  going  to  look  like  on  the  skyline,  what  are  they  going  to  look  like 
as  you  come  across  the  bridge,  what  are  they  going  to  look  like  when  you're  coming  up  101  from 
the  south?  How  is  it  going  to  be  seen  from  the  places  that  you  see  views  of  downtown? 
(Sue  C.  Hestor) 

Response 

A  project  would  have  a  significant  adverse  impact  on  visual  quality  if  it  would  have  a  substantial, 
demonstrable,  adverse  aesthetic  effect,  substantially  degrade  or  obstruct  any  scenic  view  or  vista 
now  observed  from  public  areas,  or  generate  obtrusive  light  or  glare.  The  visual  context  of  the 
project  is  the  southern  part  of  the  City's  downtown  core.  As  described  in  the  preceding 
Response,  Figures  18-21  (pp.  64,  65,  67  and  69  in  the  EIR)  show  the  existing  and  proposed  visual 
conditions  at  the  project  site  from  representative  public  vantage  points. 

On  p.  73  of  the  EIR,  the  text  describes  the  cumulative  visual  impact  of  the  project  when 
considered  with  potential  high-rise  development  envisioned  for  the  proposed  Transbay 
Redevelopment  Project  Area  to  the  south  of  the  project.  And,  as  stated  on  p.  75  of  the  EIR,  "the 
proposed  project  would  be  a  dramatic  change  in  the  visual  character  of  the  project  vicinity  from 
the  existing  low-rise,  early-Twentieth  Century  buildings  that  currently  occupy  the  site.  However, 
although  visual  quality  is  subjective,  given  that  the  project  would  be  part  of  a  varied  group  of 
high-rise  buildings  and  within  allowable  height  and  bulk  for  the  site,  the  proposed  building  would 
not  result  in  a  substantial,  demonstrative,  adverse  aesthetic  impact."  The  cumulative  impact  is 
described  on  p.  75  of  the  EIR,  as  follows:  "Development  of  the  area  south  of  the  Transbay 
Terminal  under  proposed  increased  height  limits  would  shift  the  dense  high-rise  downtown  core 
southward.  The  proposed  project  would  no  longer  occupy  the  edge  of  the  downtown  high-rise 
form." 


Final  EIR /July  31,2003 


209 


301  Mission  Street  /  2001 .0792E 


IX.  Comments  and  Responses 
Visual  Quality  and  Urban  Design 

The  Rincon  Hill  Special  Use  District  lies  about  a  quarter  mile  south  of  the  project  site  and  forms  a 
separate  neighborhood.  However,  like  development  envisioned  in  the  Transbay  Redevelopment 
Project  Area,  existing  and  new  residential  development  has,  and  approved  and  proposed 
residential  development  in  the  Rincon  Hill  Special  Use  District  would,  extend  the  southern  edge 
of  the  downtown  high-rise  core  southward.  Together  with  development  envisioned  in  the 
Transbay  Redevelopment  Project  Area,  Rincon  Hill  development  would,  over  time,  be  infill 
development  within  the  largely  vacant  area  between  the  301  Mission  Street  project  site  south  to 
Highway  101 .  Should  that  area  develop  as  planned,  the  project,  when  viewed  by  motorists 
driving  north  on  the  1-280  extension  and  U.S.  Highway  101  from  the  Peninsula,  would  no  longer 
occupy  the  prominent  southern  edge  of  the  downtown  high-rise  core,  but  would  be  part  of  its 
interior.  In  that  case,  from  the  south  the  project  would  be  seen  in  the  distance,  behind  intervening 
high-rise  buildings  south  of  the  project  site. 

Public  Open  Space 

Comment 

I  am  a  resident  of  the  Transbay  neighborhood  and  I  would  like  to  share  a  general  thought  that  can 
be  specifically  applied  to  the  building  proposed  for  301  Mission.  In  considering  the  many  high- 
rise  buildings  that  may  someday  abound  in  this  area,  I  would  argue  that  each  ought  to  have  some 
robust  public  accessibility.  The  building  at  Mission  and  Second  with  the  light  garden  [just 
completed]  at  least  has  a  public  atrium.  I  enjoy  its  access.  Why  not  do  that  on  floor  50  of  a  high 
rise?  Create  a  space  open  to  the  public  that  has  a  dazzling  view.  And  have  all  the  buildings  in 
this  area  do  the  same.  One  might  have  a  cafe  or  green  space  or  community  art  gallery  or 
whatever  augmenting  such  space.  But  have  the  space  be  public.  One  of  the  things  I  dislike  about 
the  beautifril  buildings  in  the  downtown  is  their  fortress-like  nature.  They  are  not  accessible.  I 
understand  they  are  office  buildings  and  private.  But  seems  to  me  that  one  high  floor  on  each  of 
these  buildings  ought  to  have  some  sort  of  regulated  public  domain  -  thereby  allowing  the 
buildings  to  become  part  of  San  Francisco's  public  life.  (Christopher  Jaska) 

Response 

As  described  on  p.  41  of  the  EIR,  the  proposed  project  would  provide  about  19,210  sq.  ft.  of 
publicly  accessible  open  space,  as  required  by  the  Planning  Code,  consisting  of  a  ground-level 
atrium,  plazas  with  seating  on  Mission  and  Fremont  Streets,  and  a  second-level  landscaped 
garden  terrace.  Providing  a  publicly  accessible  area  on  the  tower  rooftop  or  an  upper  floor  could 
offer  public  views  as  noted  in  the  comment.  According  to  the  project  sponsor,  public  access  to 
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private  residential  floors  and  elevators  or  to  a  residential  view  terrace  (to  be  located  on  the  upper 
floors  of  the  project)  would  create  security  and  privacy  concerns.  The  proposed  provision  of 
publicly  accessible  open  space  at  ground  level  is  intended  to  enhance  the  pedestrian  streetscape 
environment.  It  is  consistent  with  several  policies  of  the  Downtown  Area  Plan,  particularly  those 
that  promote  visual  and  physical  accessibility  to  open  space  (Objective  10,  Policies  1-4).  The 
Downtown  Plan  encourages  a  variety  of  open  spaces.  Rooftop  open  space  offers  views;  and  open 
space  at  or  near  grade  level  offers  other  kinds  of  amenities.  In  the  case  of  the  project,  these 
would  include  plazas  for  sitting,  having  lunch,  and  walking,  and  an  enclosed  atrium  open  space 
that  could  be  used  in  all  types  of  weather. 

Beale  Street  Pedestrian  Bridge 

Comments 

Page  100  and  page  113  -  pedestrians 

Mission  and  Beale  has  a  peculiar  pedestrian  configuration  because  of  the  bridge  over  Beale  which 
was  installed  because  of  the  volume  of  high-speed  traffic  coming  down  Beale  onto  the  on-ramp 
for  the  Embarcadero  Freeway.  The  sidewalk  narrows  and  is  inhospitable  around  that  ramp. 
Because  the  buildings  on  this  site  have  been  mostly  vacant  for  some  time,  the  pedestrian 
constraints  are  temporarily  reduced.  This  was  not  the  case  when  those  buildings  were  active. 
The  pedestrian  bridge  is  contrary  to  all  of  the  City's  Urban  Design  policies  and  was  only 
permitted  because  there  literally  was  an  accident  count  associated  with  people  trying  to  cross 
Beale  to  201  Mission. 

There  is  no  need  for  that  bridge  any  longer.  It  is  ugly,  blocks  the  sky,  constrains  the  sidewalk  and 
will  be  in  the  way  when  thousands  of  more  pedestrians  start  flowing  through  the  area. 
{Sue  C.  Hestor) 

On  page  29,  if  you  look  at  the  graphic,  there  is  a  pedestrian  bridge  at  the  top  of  the  .  . .  light.  That 
pedestrian  bridge  was  put  in  there  because  of  the  construction  of  201  Mission.  And  it  was  put  in 
because  there  was  a  freeway  ramp  there,  and  there  was  an  accident  count  with  the  potential  .  .  . 
fatality  count  associated  with  that  intersection,  which  is  why  there  is  a  pedestrian  bridge,  which  is 
absolutely  out  of  character  with  the  city.  It  is  not  needed  anymore.  And  part  of  this  project 
should  include  removal  of  that  pedestrian  bridge.  (Sue  C.  Hestor) 

2).       Muni  is  seeking  to  establish  a  passenger  drop  stop  for  these  lines  [1 -California  and  41- 
Union)  on  the  southwest  comer  of  Beale  at  Mission,  if  that  is  feasible.  Currently,  at  that  comer. 
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there  is  a  pedestrian  bridge  and  just  south,  the  proposed  entrance/exit  into  the  freight  delivery 
area/porte  cochere  for  the  project. 

If  the  bridge  is  removed,  Muni  would  want  to  use  the  curb  space  for  the  drop  stop.  (James  D. 
Lowe,  Transit  Planner,  Muni) 

Response 

The  pedestrian  bridge  referred  to  in  the  comments  is  not  part  of  the  project  site  and  is  not 
controlled  by  the  project  sponsor.  It  is  under  the  control  of  the  owners  of  201  Mission  Street.  As 
requested  in  comments  received  on  the  Notice  of  Preparation/Initial  Study,  the  Beale  Street 
pedestrian  bridge  is  discussed  in  the  Visual  Quality  and  Urban  Design  and  Transportation 
sections  of  this  EIR.  As  noted  on  p.  1 14  of  the  EIR,  the  pedestrian  bridge  was  installed,  and  a 
City  encroachment  permit  obtained,  as  part  of  the  201  Mission  Street  project  to  permit 
pedestrians  to  cross  the  freeway  on-ramp,  which  has  since  been  removed.  Thus,  the  bridge  is  no 
longer  needed  for  pedestrian  safety.  As  stated  on  p.  70  of  the  EIR,  "the  project  sponsor  has  had 
discussions  with  the  owner  of  201  Mission  Street  regarding  removal  of  the  bridge.  No  conclusion 
has  been  reached.  Removal  of  the  pedestrian  bridge,  if  done  in  the  fiiture,  would  open  views 
along  Beale  Street  and  would  remove  a  physical  and  visual  barrier  to  ground-floor  retail  uses  and 
pedestrian  circulation."  The  project  sponsor  supports  removal  of  the  bridge.  There  would  be  no 
conflict  between  the  proposed  project  and  Muni  operations  if  a  bus  stop  were  to  be  placed  on  the 
southwest  comer  of  Beale  Street  at  Mission  Street,  following  removal  of  the  pedestrian  bridge. 

Connection  to  Proposed  Transbav  Terminal  Concourse 

Comment 

Concourse-Terrace  Connection 

The  plans  for  a  new  Transbay  Terminal  call  for  a  second  level  retail  and  circulation  concourse, 
approximately  twenty  (20)  feet  above  ground  level.  The  301  Mission  Street  plan  calls  for  a 
second  level  terrace  adjacent  to  the  Transbay  Terminal  building.  We  believe  that  both  projects 
would  benefit  if  there  were  a  common  connection  between  the  301  Mission  terrace  and  the 
Transbay  Terminal  concourse.  Such  a  connection  would  increase  pedestrian  traffic  in  the 
301  Mission  project  and  would  likely  create  additional  retail  opportunities.  The  connection 
would  also  enliven  the  Terminal  concourse  and  improve  its  connections  to  the  street.  We 
recommend  the  project  sponsors  work  with  the  Transbay  Joint  Powers  Authority  technical  staff  to 
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identify  a  common  elevation  and  passage.  (Kathleen  Kelly,  Deputy  General  Manager,  Service 
Development,  AC  Transit) 

Response 

As  noted  under  Land  Use  on  p.  194  in  these  Comments  and  Responses,  the  Transbay  Joint 
Powers  Authority  Board  of  Directors  adopted  by  Resolution  on  March  28,  2003  (after  publication 
of  the  301  Mission  Street  Draft  EIR)  a  Locally  Preferred  Alternative  selecting  among  the  options 
presented  in  the  Transbay  Draft  EIS/EIR.^  A  connection  between  the  second-level  Transbay 
Terminal  concourse  of  the  Locally  Preferred  Alternative  (LP  A)  and  the  proposed  second-level 
terrace  at  301  Mission  Street  could  facilitate  the  flow  of  pedestrians.  Its  feasibility  would  need  to 
be  assessed  through  further  design  development  as  part  of  the  Transbay  Project,  as  a  common 
concourse  would  depend  on  the  actual  design  of  the  new  Transbay  Terminal  building.  The 
Transbay  Terminal  design  is  unlikely  to  reach  the  necessary  level  of  detail  before  the  time  the 
proposed  301  Mission  Street  project  is  expected  to  be  developed.  Therefore,  it  is  not  possible  to 
design  such  a  coimection  at  present. 

Should  such  a  connection  between  the  new  Transbay  Terminal  and  the  proposed  project  be 
desired  in  the  future,  the  project  could  possibly  be  retrofitted  to  support  such  a  structure. 

TRANSPORTATION 

General 

Comment 

As  a  general  policy,  AC  Transit  believes  developing  residences,  offices,  and  hotels  immediately 
adjacent  to  a  major  regional  transit  hub  will  reduce  the  amount  of  automobile  trips  that  such  a 
project  would  otherwise  have  generated.  Assuming  the  project  sponsors  address  the  concerns  we 
have  identified,  the  project  would  appear  to  support  regional  congestion  and  urban  design  goals. 
AC  Transit  looks  forward  to  continuing  to  work  with  the  city  of  San  Francisco  to  implement 


^  Transbay  Terminal/Caltrain  Downtown  Extension/Redevelopment  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR, 
published  October  2002.  See  also  Transbay  Joint  Powers  Authority  Board  of  Directors,  Resolution  No. 
003-001,  March  28,  2003.  This  report  is  on  file  with  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Department,  at  1660 
Mission  Street,  and  is  available  for  public  review,  by  appointment,  as  part  of  the  project  case  file. 
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transit-oriented  development.  (Kathleen  Kelly,  Deputy  General  Manager,  Service  Development, 
AC  Transit) 

Response 

The  comment  is  noted  and  will  be  transmitted  to  the  decision  makers  as  part  of  these  Comments 
and  Responses.  The  project's  development  program  would  take  advantage  of  the  proximity  to 
transit. 

Circulation 

Comment 

Lack  of  graphic  showing  circulation  on  this  site 

The  graphic  at  page  29  showing  the  ground  level  of  this  project  is  grossly  insufficient  for 
showing  how  circulation  will  work  on  this  block  and  in  the  context  of  adjacent  blocks.  There 
needs  to  be  substantial  graphic  showing  movement  of  cars  to/from  garage,  to/from  hotel  and  other 
drop-off  areas,  sidewalk  circulation  throughout  the  block  and  tieing  it  into  the  adjacent  transit 
facilities.  THIS  IS  THE  TRANSBAY  TERMINAL.  {Sue  C.  Hester) 

Response 

The  referenced  graphic.  Figure  2,  p.  29  of  the  EIR,  presents  the  ground-floor  plan  for  the 
proposed  project,  and  indicates  the  vehicular  movements  that  would  occur  on  site,  including  the 
parking  garage  and  hotel  porte  cochere  and  accessing  the  Beale  and  Fremont  Street  driveways. 
The  circulation  related  to  vehicles  and  pedestrians  associated  with  the  proposed  project  and  how 
they  relate  to  the  existing  and  proposed  new  Transbay  Terminal  are  discussed  on  pp.  107-109, 
113-115,  and  122-124  of  the  EIR  and  cannot  be  easily  and  legibly  depicted  on  a  graphic. 
Additional  detail  on  the  distribution  of  pedestrian  and  vehicle  trips  to  the  adjacent  sidewalks  and 
roadway  network  is  presented  in  Chapter  4  of  the  301  Mission  Street  Transportation  Study,  and 
summarized  below. 

Regarding  the  project  site,  pedestrians  would  enter  and  exit  the  proposed  project  from  Mission 
Street  (to  the  office  lobby  and  the  retail  and  restaurant  uses),  and  the  residential  and  hotel  lobbies 
located  off  of  Fremont  Street.  The  project-generated  pedestrian  trips  would  be  dispersed  on  the 
site  and  throughout  the  study  area,  depending  on  the  origin-destination  of  each  trip  and  pedestrian 
choices.  For  example,  there  would  be  a  number  of  access  points  on  Mission  for  the  different 
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restaurant/retail  spaces  and  pedestrians  may  use  different  routes  from  day  to  day  as  well  as 
different  times.  It  is  anticipated  that  a  majority  of  the  new  pedestrian  trips  during  the  weekday 
midday  and  p.m.  peak  periods  would  be  to  and  from  Market  Street.  As  indicated  on  Figure  2,  the 
ground  floor  of  the  proposed  project  would  be  set  back  on  Mission  and  Fremont  Streets,  which 
would  provide  for  additional  sidewalk  space  compared  to  existing  conditions  for  pedestrian  travel 
and,  on  Fremont  Street,  would  reduce  conflicts  between  pedestrians  and  bus  patrons  waiting  for 
Muni  and  Golden  Gate  Transit  buses.  See  p.  1 13  of  the  EIR  for  discussion  of  pedestrian  impacts 
of  the  proposed  project.  In  addition,  see  the  response  under  Pedestrians  on  pp.  23 1-233  for  a 
discussion  of  conditions  with  the  proposed  new  Transbay  Terminal,  and  the  response  under 
Midblock  Crossing  on  pp.  234-235  for  a  discussion  of  the  midblock  crosswalk  on  Fremont  Street. 

As  indicated  on  Figure  2,  the  porte  cochere  would  operate  one-way  and  provide  a  parking  lane 
with  space  for  about  four  vehicles  to  load/unload  passengers,  as  well  as  a  travel  lane  for  vehicles 
to  bypass  parked  vehicles.  The  porte  cochere,  the  loading  dock  and  the  garage  could  be  accessed 
from  either  Beale  or  Fremont  Streets.  Due  to  the  one-way  circulation  system  of  Beale  and 
Fremont  Streets,  the  provision  of  two  two-way  driveways  would  reduce  the  potential  impact  of 
project-generated  vehicles  on  intersections  and  crosswalks  surrounding  the  project  block, 
compared  to  one-way  driveways.  Discussion  of  the  impact  of  vehicles  entering  and  exiting  the 
proposed  project  driveways  on  Muni  bus  operations  on  Beale  and  Fremont  Streets  is  presented  on 
pp.  109-1 10  of  the  EIR.  In  general,  there  are  sufficient  gaps  in  the  traffic  flow  due  to  offsets  in 
signal  timings  for  vehicles  to  enter  and  exit  the  driveways  and  merge  into  traffic  without 
substantially  interfering  with  bus  operations  or  carpool  operations  on  Fremont  and  Beale  Streets. 
Discussion  of  impacts  of  vehicles  entering  and  exiting  the  proposed  project  driveways  with  the 
proposed  new  Transbay  Terminal  is  presented  on  pp.  123  and  124  of  the  EIR.  While  increases  in 
conflicts  between  the  proposed  project  vehicles  and  pedestrians  and  buses  destined  to  and  from 
the  street-level  terminal  could  occur,  the  design  of  the  driveways  and  presence  of  signals  at  the 
intersections  and  mid-block  crosswalk  at  Natoma  Street  would  reduce  this  potential.  Based  on 
the  transportation  study  for  the  project,  while  impacts  could  occur,  they  would  not  be  considered 
significant. 

Traffic  Analysis 

Comment 

Pages  97-98  -  exisfing  traffic  levels  are  BEFORE  the  major  overhauls  of  this  area  tied  to 
Transbay/CalTrain  plan  implementation. 
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This  area  is  planned  to  be  the  single  most  important  transit  hub  in  SF.  You  would  never  figure 
that  out  by  reading  this  dry  prose.  (Sue  C.  Hestor) 

Response 

The  comment  is  correct  in  indicating  that  the  Setting  information  presented  on  pp.  97-98  of  the 
EIR  reflects  existing  conditions,  as  required  by  CEQA  and  the  CEQA  Guidelines.  It  reflects  the 
existing  operations  of  the  Transbay  Terminal.  Conditions  with  the  proposed  new  Transbay 
Terminal  and  extension  of  Caltrain  are  presented  on  pp.  121-124  of  the  EIR  in  the  discussion  of 
future  cumulative  impacts.  This  area  has  historically  been  an  important  transit  center  for  San 
Francisco  and  is  proposed  to  be  expanded  as  such.  It  is  described  in  Section  III. A,  Land  Use,  on 
p.  53,  and  in  Section  III.D,  Transportation,  on  pp.  98-99,  both  in  the  Setting  sections  of  the  EIR. 

Comment 

THERE  MUST  BE  A  CLEAR  STATEMENT  IN  THE  ANALYSIS  THAT  IT  DOES  NOT 
TAKE  INTO  ACCOUNT  —  BECAUSE  IT  CANNOT  —  ANALYSES  AND  CONDITIONS 
THAT  HAVE  NOT  YET  BEEN  DEVELOPED  TO  ACCOUNT  FOR  SUBSTANTIAL 
AMOUNTS  OF  MARKET  RATE  HOUSING  IN  THIS  AREA.  .  .  .  (Sue  C.  Hestor) 

Response 

The  comment  is  noted.  The  comment  is  general  rather  than  specific  and  is  subject  to 
interpretation.  The  EIR  analysis  of  future  conditions  and  the  project,  like  any  analysis  of  future 
conditions,  cannot  provide  an  exact  picture  of  what  will  occur.  However,  given  the  limits  of 
estimates  and  projections  themselves,  the  EIR  cumulative  analysis  provides  a  reasonable  and 
adequate  picture  of  the  impacts  under  future  2020  conditions,  including  the  project,  for  the  use  of 
decision  makers. 

Comment 

Page  94  -  this  wimpy  graphic  is  the  ONLY  attempt  to  show  the  area.  Put  on  this  -  or  another  map 
-  all  of  the  housing  projects  proposed  in  this  area,  and  other  projects  (commercial)  undergoing 
review.  Also,  traffic  lanes  and  directions  should  be  shown,  ALONG  WITH  THE  DEAD  END 
STREETS  AND  THE  NO  TURN  PROHIBITIONS. 
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There  needs  to  be  something  that  shows  the  reaHty  of  this  area  which  is  rife  with  fast  moving 
traffic  (when  it  is  not  gridlocked)  on  arterials.  It  would  also  be  nice  to  show  the  Bay  Bridge 
approach  since  that  is  a  key  part  of  the  context. 

Graphically  show  bus,  train,  pedestrian,  car  circulation  patterns  both  as  they  exist  and  as  they  are 
planned  both  with  the  proposed  project  and  other  projects.  Show  this  with  numerical  volumes. 
(Sue  C.  Hestor) 

Response 

Figure  C&R-l,  p.  193,  is  a  map  showing  existing  residential  buildings  and  proposed  residential 
development  that  is  under  construction,  approved  and  under  formal  review  in  the  project  vicinity 
and  the  Transbay  and  Rincon  Hill  areas.  The  traffic  and  transit  analyses  in  the  EIR  for  the  2020 
Cumulative  conditions  take  into  account  both  the  future  development  expected  for  the  South  of 
Market  area,  as  well  as  expected  growth  in  housing  and  employment  for  the  remainder  of  San 
Francisco  and  the  nine-county  Bay  Area  to  2020.  The  land  use  forecasts  used  in  the  development 
of  2020  travel  projection  assumptions  account  for  the  Rincon  Hill  Rezoning,  the  South  of  Market 
Redevelopment  Area  Plan,  the  Mid-Market  Redevelopment  Area  Plan,  the  Transbay  Terminal 
Redevelopment  Plan,  as  well  as  development  projects  that  have  recently  been  approved  or  are 
under  construction.  The  Rincon  Hill  Rezoning  project  and  the  Transbay  Terminal 
Redevelopment  Plan  together  account  for  over  5,000  residential  units  in  the  2020  cumulative 
scenario. 

The  following  Figures  C&R-2  through  C&R-6  reproduce  Figures  2-1,  2-2,  2-3,  4-1,  and  4-2  of 
the  301  Mission  Street  Transportation  Study }^  These  figures  present  the  transportation  setting, 
including  the  roadway  network  with  Bay  Bridge  ramps,  street  directions,  bicycle  routes,  p.m. 
peak  hour  traffic  volumes,  transit  service,  and  pedestrian  volumes  in  the  vicinity  of  the  proposed 
project,  and  transportation  impacts  including  existing-plus-project  traffic  volumes  and  pedestrian 
volumes.  The  group  of  graphics  provides  the  information  requested  in  the  comment.  Including 
all  this  information  on  one  map  would  make  the  graphic  difficult  to  read. 


'°  Wilbur  Smith  Associates,  301  Mission  Street  Transportation  Study,  Final  Report,  April  17, 
2002.  This  report  is  on  file  with  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Department,  at  1660  Mission  Street,  and  is 
available  for  public  review,  by  appointment,  as  part  of  the  project  case  file. 
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Except  for  the  configuration  of  the  replacement  of  the  existing  1-80  westbound  Fremont  Street 
off-ramp  by  Caltrans,  area  street  configurations  are  not  expected  to  change  in  the  ftiture.  Under 
the  Transbay  locally-preferred  alternative,  the  Caltrain  extension  is  proposed  to  be  underground 
in  the  vicinity  of  the  project  site  and  therefore  would  not  appear  on  the  graphic  of  future 
transportation  facilities.  Bus  circulation  is  expected  to  change  in  the  future  if  a  new  Transbay 
Terminal  is  constructed;  the  precise  changes  would  depend  on  the  alternative  selected  for  the 
terminal.  Muni  has  indicated  that  some  bus  routes  that  do  not  serve  the  Transbay  Terminal,  such 
as  the  1 -California  and  41 -Union,  may  be  changed  in  the  future  to  serve  the  new  terminal  location 
(see  the  response  under  Project  Driveway  Operations  on  pp.  226-227).  Thus,  a  map  showing 
potential  future  bus  routes  at  this  time  would  be  speculative.  Regardless  of  whether  a  new 
terminal  is  or  is  not  constructed,  or  which  Transbay  scenario  is  chosen,  the  project  site  would 
remain  well  served  by  public  transit,  as  stated  throughout  the  EIR. 

Comment 

Page  96  -  tables  like  this  bury  information.  People  don't  understand  them.  Translate  this  into  a 
graphic  MAP,  with  those  variable  width  arrows,  and  it  will  be  understandable.  And  help  drive 
policy  decisions.  {Sue  C.  Hestor) 

Response 

EIR  Table  1:  San  Francisco  General  Plan  Street  Designations,  on  p.  96,  was  developed  because  it 
was  thought  to  be  an  effective  method  of  presenting  descriptive  information  about  General  Plan 
Transportation  Element  designations  for  the  various  streets  in  the  project  transportation  study 
area.  The  information  provided  in  the  EIR  is  intended  to  assist  the  public  and  decision  makers  in 
evaluating  the  proposed  project.  The  table  reports  on  already-established  transportation 
designations.  The  information  summarized  in  Table  1  consolidates,  in  one  place,  information  in 
the  Transportation  Element  presented  on  several  maps,  as  cited  in  the  notes  to  the  table.  (The 
Transportation  Element  is  available  on  the  Planning  Department's  web  site  at 
http://www.sfgov.org/planning/.)  In  addition,  a  detailed  explanation/definition  oi  General  Plan 
roadway  classifications  is  provided  in  Appendix  D  in  the  EIR. 
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Traffic  Effects  on  Transit 
Comments 

The  future  routing  of  buses  from  Market  Street  described  above  will  dramatically  increase  the 
volume  of  buses  using  Mission  Street  between  First  and  Beale,  esp.  in  the  PM  peak.  An 
exclusive  bus  lane  -  more  effective  than  the  present  curb  lane  will  probably  be  sought.  This  may 
have  major  impacts  on  traffic  and  intersection  LOS  in  the  immediate  vicinity  of  the  Transbay 
Terminal.  The  high  volumes  of  buses  on  both  Mission  and  Beale  streets  (two  sides  of  the  project) 
should  be  acknowledged  in  the  planning  documents.  (James  D.  Lowe,  Transit  Planner,  Muni) 

In  evaluating  levels  of  service  (LOS)  emphasis  should  be  on  determining  the  effect  on  transit  and 
pedestrian  LOS's  and  less  concern  shown  for  automobile  LOS.  {Jennifer  Clary,  President,  and 
Norman  Rolfe,  Transportation  Chair,  San  Francisco  Tomorrow) 

Response 

The  future  routing  of  buses  to  the  Transbay  Terminal  using  First,  Mission  and  Beale  Streets 
would  not  be  a  consequence  of  the  proposed  301  Mission  Street  project;  it  would  occur  as  part  of 
relocation  of  the  Transbay  Terminal.  Reroutes  to  the  1 -California  and  the  41 -Union  bus  lines  that 
may  be  considered  in  the  future  are  not  included  in  current  Muni  planning  documents  and  are  not 
included  in  the  analyses  in  the  Transbay  Terminal  Draft  EIS/EIR,  as  discussed  below  on 
pp.  226-227.  The  301  Mission  Street  EIR  and  the  301  Mission  Street  Transportation  Study  both 
acknowledge  the  substantial  number  of  bus  lines  in  the  vicinity  of  the  project  site  under  both 
existing  conditions  and  future  conditions  with  the  proposed  new  Transbay  Terminal  project  (see 
pp.  98-99  and  123  of  the  EIR,  and  pp.  2-8  to  2-10  and  4-9  of  the  Transportation  Study). 
Construction  and  operation  of  a  new,  relocated  Transbay  Terminal  is  likely  to  occur  several  years 
after  the  proposed  project;  establishing  an  exclusive  bus  lane,  if  one  were  to  be  created,  would 
occur  after  the  new  bus  terminal  was  in  operation,  as  part  of  the  terminal  development. 

EIR  Section  III.D,  Transportation,  presents  the  impacts  of  the  proposed  project  on  level  of  service 
(LOS)  conditions  for  pedestrians  at  three  sidewalk  locations  adjacent  to  the  project  site,  and  for 
traffic  conditions  at  six  nearby  intersections  (see  pp.  113-1 15  and  107-109).  The  impact  of  the 
proposed  project  on  transit  operations  was  analyzed  using  local  and  regional  screenlines;  this 
method  uses  capacity  utilization  rather  than  LOS  designations,  as  called  for  in  the  Planning 
Department's  Transportation  Impact  Analysis  Guidelines. 
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However,  the  intersection  LOS  analysis  of  traffic  impacts  assesses  all  vehicles  traveling  through 
the  intersection,  including  autos,  buses  and  trucks.  The  results  of  the  intersection  LOS  analysis 
are  used  to  obtain  an  indication  of  additional  delays  that  may  be  experienced  by  transit  vehicles 
traveling  through  the  intersection.  Comparison  of  the  average  delay  at  approaches  heavily  used 
by  Muni  at  the  intersections  of  Fremont  and  Mission  Streets  and  Fremont  and  Market  Streets 
indicates  that  delays  for  vehicles,  including  buses,  would  increase  by  between  zero  and  two 
seconds  per  vehicle  at  most  approaches  under  existing-plus-project  conditions  compared  to 
existing  conditions.  The  northbound  approach  of  Fremont  Street  to  Mission  Street  is  projected  to 
experience  an  increase  in  average  delay  of  seven  seconds  per  vehicle;  however,  since  Muni  buses 
have  a  separate  signal  phase  that  provides  priority  to  buses  exiting  the  Transbay  Terminal  loop, 
the  increase  in  delay  for  Muni  buses  would  be  substantially  less.  Under  2020  Cumulative 
conditions,  the  increase  in  delay  per  vehicle  over  existing  conditions  would  be  greater  as  a  result 
of  cumulative  growth  in  the  area.  Increases  in  average  delay  per  vehicle  would  generally  be 
about  one  second  per  vehicle  at  most  approaches,  with  the  exception  of  the  eastbound  approach 
of  Mission  to  Fremont  (about  8  seconds  per  vehicle),  and  the  northbound  approach  of  Fremont  to 
Mission  (about  16  seconds  per  vehicle,  although,  as  noted  above,  priority  to  buses  at  this 
approach  would  result  in  substantially  less  delay  to  buses).  These  increases  in  average  delay  per 
vehicle  would  not  be  substantial  enough  to  significantly  impact  Muni  bus  operations  at  these 
intersections.  The  impacts  of  the  proposed  project- generated  vehicles  on  transit  operations 
entering  and  exiting  the  existing  and  proposed  new  Transbay  Terminal  were  assessed,  and  are 
presented  on  pp.  109-1 10  of  the  EIR.  The  EIR  concludes,  on  p.  110,  that  there  would  be 
sufficient  gaps  in  traffic  on  Fremont  Street  (one-way  northbound)  for  vehicles  to  exit  the 
proposed  project  driveway  without  impacting  buses  leaving  the  Transbay  Terminal  loop. 

No  significant  impacts  were  identified  from  the  project  on  pedestrian  circulation,  transit  services 
or  traffic.  The  project  would  widen  the  sidewalk  on  the  Fremont  Street  site  fi-ontage  including  at 
the  location  of  an  existing  bus  shelter.  While  the  project  would  add  pedestrian  trips  to  the  area, 
the  increased  effective  sidewalk  width  would,  to  some  degree,  improve  pedestrian  flow  and 
conditions  for  transit  riders  at  this  bus  shelter. 

Project  Driveway  Operations 

Comments 

Muni  has  proposed  that  the  1 -California  and  41 -Union  lines  be  extended  to  the  new  Transbay 
Terminal  as  has  been  discussed  at  area  planning  meetings.  These  lines  would  be  extended  via 
Beale  to  the  new  terminal  entrance  on  Beale  mid-block  [between]  Mission  and  Howard  streets. 
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The  proposed  route  for  other  buses  travehng  from  Market  Street  will  be  via  Market,  First, 
Mission  onto  Beale.  The  two-way  driveway  on  Beale  into  the  porte  cochere  for  301  Mission  has 
raised  some  concern.  If  this  driveway  is  also  used  as  an  exit  onto  Beale  it  will  conflict  with  the 
high  volume  of  coaches  maneuvering  to  enter  the  new  terminal.  We  are  therefore  requesting  that 
the  driveway  be  used  one-way  only  and  in  the  westbound  direction  only  from  Beale  to  Fremont. 
In  addition,  the  high  volume  of  buses  anticipated  on  Beale  should  be  reflected  in  the 
Transportation  Study  and  in  the  EIR.  In  particular,  no  queuing  of  trucks  or  other  vehicles  on 
Beale  Street  will  be  acceptable.  The  existing  sidewalk  bulb  out  should  remain  to  create  a  right- 
hand  turn  pocket  for  vehicles  entering  301  Mission.  {James  D.  Lowe,  Transit  Planner,  Muni) 

The  impact  of  this  driveway  on  transit  operations  needs  to  be  more  fiilly  analyzed.  It  must  be 
designed  so  as  not  to  interfere  with  transit  operations.  (Jennifer  Clary,  President,  and  Norman 
Rolfe,  Transportation  Chair,  San  Francisco  Tomorrow) 

Response 

The  1 -California  and  the  41 -Union  bus  lines  currently  travel  on  Beale  Street  to  Howard  Street  and 
lay  over  on  Howard  Street  between  Beale  and  Main  Streets  prior  to  continuing  north  on  Main 
Street.  Neither  Muni's  Short  Range  Transit  Plan  for  2002  -  2021  nor  Muni's  A  Vision  for  Rapid 
Transit  in  San  Francisco  include  discussion  of  the  potential  extensions  of  these  lines.  In 
addition,  the  Transbay  Terminal/Caltrain  Downtown  Extension/Redevelopment  Project  Draft 
EIS/EIR  does  not  discuss  extension  or  rerouting  of  these  lines.  The  rerouting  of  these  lines  to  use 
the  proposed  new  terminal  would  not  substantially  change  operations  on  Beale  Street,  because 
these  two  lines  currently  travel  on  Beale  Street,  between  Mission  and  Howard  Streets  where  the 
entrance  to  the  proposed  terminal  would  be  located." 

The  interaction  of  the  project  driveway  and  transit  operations,  including  project  impacts  with  the 
proposed  new  Transbay  Terminal,  is  presented  on  pp.  123  and  124  of  the  EIR.  Due  to  the  one- 
way roadway  system  of  Fremont  and  Beale  Streets,  the  two-way  project  drive-through  between 
Beale  and  Fremont  Sfreet  would  provide  for  flexibility  for  trucks  serving  the  project  building  and 
vehicles  traveling  to  and  from  the  project  garage,  eliminating  the  need  for  project  vehicles  to  loop 
around  the  block  to  access  a  single  driveway.  As  a  result,  the  two-way  drive-through  with 
driveways  at  Beale  and  Fremont  Streets  would  result  in  less  potential  for  conflicts  with 
pedestrians,  transit  and  other  vehicles  at  the  four  intersections  on  the  project  block. 


"  501  Mission  Street  Transportation  Study,  April  17,  2002,  Figure  2-3,  Existing  Transit  Network 
and  Stop  Locations,  p.  2-9,  reproduced  herein  on  p.  220. 
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A  westbound-only  drive-through  from  Beale  Sfreet  to  Fremont  Street  as  requested  in  one 
comment  would  likely  increase  the  potential  for  conflicts  between  buses  and  project-generated 
vehicles.  For  example,  project-generated  vehicles  destined  to  the  south  would  exit  onto  Fremont 
Street,  turn  right  on  Mission  Street,  and  turn  right  again  on  Beale  Street  in  order  to  travel  south  on 
Beale  Street.  Similarly,  project-generated  vehicles  arriving  from  the  south  on  Fremont  Street 
would  loop  around  the  block  using  Mission  Sfreet  and  Beale  Street  to  enter  the  project  site  via  the 
Beale  Street  driveway.  Thus,  a  one-way  driveway  would  increase  the  number  of  project- 
generated  vehicles  traveling  through  the  adjacent  intersections  as  they  loop  around  the  project 
block. 

The  high  volume  of  buses  on  Beale  Street  that  may  result  from  the  proposed  new  Transbay 
Terminal  would  occur  primarily  during  the  weekday  peak  periods;  volumes  would  be  lower 
during  weekday  non-peak  times  and  weekends.  If  project-generated  vehicles  were  to  experience 
difficulty  exiting  via  Beale  Street  during  either  the  a.m.  or  p.m.  peak  periods,  they  might  be 
inclined  to  use  the  driveway  on  Fremont  Street.  A  two-way  driveway  would  thus  facilitate  access 
to  and  from  the  site,  and  minimize  the  potential  for  conflicts  between  project-generated  vehicles 
and  pedesfrians,  transit  and  other  vehicles  at  intersections  around  the  project  block. 

As  indicated  on  p.  123  in  the  EIR  and  as  stated  in  the  comment,  the  curb  lane  on  Beale  Street 
between  the  existing  sidewalk  bulbout  (accommodating  the  pedestrian  bridge)  and  the  proposed 
project  driveway  could  be  used  as  a  right-turn  pocket,  which  would  allow  for  queuing  space  for 
vehicles  destined  to  the  project  site.  This  queuing  space  would  be  expected  to  reduce  the 
potential  for  conflicts  between  vehicles  destined  to  the  proposed  project  and  buses  on  Beale 
Street. 

Parking 

Comment 

The  project  should  also  be  reevaluated  to  see  if  parking  proposed  to  be  provided  can  be  reduced. 
This  would  reduce  fraffic  impacts  and  encourage  transit  usage,  in  accordance  with  San  Francisco 
policies.  {Jennifer  Clary,  President,  and  Norman  Rolfe,  Transportation  Chair,  San  Francisco 
Tomorrow) 
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Response 

Pages  147-150  of  the  EIR  present  an  analysis  of  Alternative  B:  No  Allowable  Exceptions  to 
Planning  Code.  This  alternative  would  retain  the  same  mix  of  uses  in  the  same  amounts  as  in  the 
proposed  project,  except  that  it  would  include  fewer  parking  spaces,  200  compared  to  the  400 
included  in  the  proposed  project.  This  alternative  would  provide  the  number  of  parking  spaces 
under  Planning  Code  Section  204.5  allowable  without  special  authorization  (such  as  Conditional 
Use  authorization).  Analysis  of  the  impacts  of  this  alternative  shows  no  change  in  traffic  impacts, 
because  traffic  generated  by  a  project  is  based  on  numbers  of  dwelling  units  and  numbers  of 
bedrooms,  and  on  trips  per  1 ,000  square  feet  of  non-residential  space,  not  on  numbers  of  parking 
spaces.  Fewer  parking  spaces  in  the  project  would  result  in  a  greater  parking  shortfall  in  the 
building  compared  to  estimated  demand,  which  could  induce  some  travelers  to  switch  to  transit 
use,  as  noted  on  p.  150.  See  also  the  first  Response  under  Alternatives  in  this  Comments  and 
Responses  document,  p.  250,  describing  a  scenario  with  parking  limited  to  that  required  by  the 
Planning  Code. 

Comment 

And  this  particular  area  —  when  the  economy  is  not  in  the  tank  and  the  office  buildings  are 
occupied  —  has  the  worst  traffic  jams  in  the  City.  This  project  —  along  with  virtually  all  of  the 
other  housing  projects  —  is  providing  1 : 1  parking  in  an  area  where  the  streets  literally  cannot 
absorb  the  traffic. 

I  know  that  there  are  one  or  two  persons  in  the  Department  who  went  through  the  Downtown 
Plan  EIR  and  Downtown  Plan  process.  That  Plan  was  very  explicit  —  that  the  growth 
downtown,  i.e.  in  this  area,  could  only  be  accommodated  with  huge  shifts  to  transit.  Thus  the 
greatly  reduced  parking  requirements  for  housing.  It  is  not  enough  to  provide  parking  spaces  if 
the  streets  cannot  handle  the  traffic.  {Sue  C.  Hestor) 

Response 

The  proposed  project  would  provide  one  parking  space  per  residential  unit  (320  spaces),  plus 
additional  parking  (80  spaces)  for  non-residential  uses.  Based  on  the  transportation  analysis  for 
the  project,  it  is  not  anticipated  that  substantial  amounts  of  travel  to  and  from  the  building  during 
the  peak  periods  would  be  by  auto.  For  example,  during  the  p.m.  peak  period,  it  is  anticipated 
that  about  72  percent  of  person-trips  generated  by  the  proposed  project  would  occur  by  non-auto 
modes,  including  transit,  walking  and  bicycling  (see  Table  2  on  p.  106  of  the  EIR  for  trip 
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generation).  Trip  generation  and  mode  of  travel  are  based  on  the  number  of  trips  per  residential 
unit  and  the  number  of  trips  per  1 ,000  gsf  for  non-residential  space,  rather  than  number  of 
parking  spaces  provided.  These  factors,  and  travel  modes,  are  calculated  based  on  surveys 
prepared  for  the  Downtown  Plan  EIR,  other  Planning  Department  surveys,  census  data,  and  the 
Institute  of  Transportation  Engineers  nation-wide  surveys.  The  basic  methodology  for 
establishing  project  trip  generation  and  determining  mode  of  travel  is  similar  to  that  used  in  the 
Downtown  Plan  EIR,  although  new  surveys  and  census  data  have  been  obtained  since  that  EIR 
was  certified  in  1985  The  Downtown  Plan  and  Transportation  Element  of  the  San  Francisco 
General  Plan  include  policies  limiting  parking  in  downtown,  and  the  Planning  Code  implements 
these  policies,  all  in  keeping  with  the  City's  Transit  First  policy  (San  Francisco  Charter  Section 
16.102). 

As  indicated  in  the  comment,  policies  in  the  Downtown  Plan  resulted  in  Planning  Code  revisions 
that  reduced  parking  space  requirements  in  the  C-3  District  compared  to  the  rest  of  the  City.  To 
reflect  the  anticipated  shift  in  the  travel  mode  of  downtown  workers  to  transit,  the  Planning  Code 
does  not  require  parking  for  any  land  use  in  the  C-3  district  except  dwelling  units.  While 
commuter  parking  is  discouraged  in  the  Downtown  Plan  for  non-residential  uses  in  the  C-3 
District,  parking  for  commercial  uses  is  allowable  as  an  accessory  use  in  Planning  Code  Section 
204.5(c)  at  up  to  7  percent  of  the  gross  floor  area;  the  301  Mission  Street  project  includes  parking 
at  7  percent  of  the  project  gross  floor  area  for  non-residential  uses  under  this  provision  of  the 
Code.  For  residential  uses  in  the  C-3  district,  the  Planning  Code  requires  parking  at  a  ratio  of  one 
space  for  every  four  units,  or  1 :4,  compared  to  1 : 1  for  most  residential  areas  in  the  City.  As 
explained  on  p.  Ill  of  the  EIR,  accessory  parking  associated  with  the  residential  uses  equivalent 
to  150  percent  of  the  required  supply,  or  120  spaces,  would  be  allowable  without  special 
authorization.  For  the  proposed  project,  the  combined  allowable  required  and  accessory  parking 
would  be  a  total  of  200  spaces. 

The  proposed  project  would  provide  320  parking  spaces  dedicated  to  the  residential  units  at  a 
ratio  of  1:1,  and  an  additional  80  spaces  would  be  available  for  employees  and  patrons  of  the 
office,  hotel  and  retail/restaurant  uses.  The  project  sponsor  has  applied  for  a  Conditional  Use 
authorization  for  parking  in  excess  of  the  1 50  percent  of  the  required  residential  parking.  As 
noted  on  p.  43  of  the  EIR,  in  footnote  4,  the  project  would  not  require  Conditional  Use 
authorization  for  the  commercial  parking  because  it  is  7  percent  of  the  commercial  floor  area. 
The  project  parking  supply  of  400  spaces  would  exceed  the  Planning  Code  required  parking  by 
320  spaces,  and  the  required  and  accessory  parking  by  200  spaces. 
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Comment 

I  just  have  some  concerns  about  the  parking.  We're  taking  away  1 ,000  spaces  in  that  area,  and 
we're  only  going  to  provide  400.  And  I  think  that's  going  to  be  a  great  concern  for  me. 
(Commissioner  William  Lee,  San  Francisco  Planning  Commission) 

Response 

There  are  no  parking  spaces  on  the  project  site.  Thus,  the  proposed  project  would  not  eliminate 
any  parking  spaces  on  the  project  site,  and  would  provide  400  parking  spaces.  However,  as 
indicated  in  the  comment  (see  p.  5-126  of  the  Transbay  Terminal/Caltrain  Extension/ 
Redevelopment  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR),  the  Transbay  Terminal/Caltrain  Extension/ 
Redevelopment  Plan  project  would  result  in  the  elimination  of  approximately  1,950  off-street 
parking  spaces,  including  260  spaces  within  the  current  Terminal.  However,  development  in  the 
Transbay  Redevelopment  Area  would  include  parking  facilities  to  accommodate  parking  demand 
associated  with  the  new  uses,  as  well  as  potentially  accommodate  displaced  parkers.  The  number 
of  new  parking  spaces  that  would  be  provided  as  part  of  the  Transbay  Redevelopment  Plan  is  not 
currently  known.  It  should  be  noted  that  the  reduction  in  the  amount  of  parking  in  the  area  would 
result  in  some  drivers  having  to  park  further  away  from  their  destinations  or  choose  another  mode 
of  transportation. 

Pedestrians 

Comments 

On  page  113,  in  order  to  understand  how  CUMULATIVE  PEDESTRIAN  DEMAND  on  this  key 
block  —  next  to  the  new  transit  terminal  which  will  attract  thousands  of  new  pedestrians  to  this 
block,  a  graphic  showing  anticipated  pedestrian  movement  associated  with  those  plans  —  and  all 
that  new  housing  in  the  area,  should  be  added. 

Again,  the  need  is  for  CUMULATIVE  INFORMATION  grounded  in  ALL  of  the  plans  for  this 
area  which  are  being  analyzed.  They  are  just  as  reasonably  foreseeable  as  301  Mission  and  must 
be  included  in  the  analysis.  {Sue  C.  Hestor) 

On  page  62,  when  you  add  in  all  of  the  buildings  that  are  in  the  south  of  Folsom  Street  area  that  I 
was  just  talking  about,  you  will  see  that  there's  a  pedestrian  context  that  is  not  discussed  at  all. 
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There  is  no  cumulative  pedestrian  context  discussed.  We  have  the  most  mangy  pedestrian 
analysis  in  this  of  anything.  (Sue  C.  Hestor) 

Response 

Pages  1 19-122  of  the  EIR  present  the  analysis  of  year  2020  future  Cumulative  traffic  and  transit 
conditions.  This  analysis  includes  impacts  of  the  proposed  new  Transbay  Terminal,  extension  of 
Caltrain  and  the  Redevelopment  Plan  for  the  area,  as  well  as  future  development  in  the  Rincon 
Hill  area  to  the  south  and  other  development  in  the  South  of  Market  Area  and  the  rest  of  the  City 
and  region. 

Pages  1 13-1 15  of  the  EIR  present  a  discussion  of  the  impacts  of  the  proposed  project  on  existing 
pedestrian  conditions,  and  conclude  that  the  project  would  not  result  in  significant  pedestrian 
impacts.  Additional  detail  is  provided  in  the  301  Mission  Street  Transportation  Study  on 
pp.  2-18  to  2-20  and  4-15  to  4-17,  including  existing  and  existing-plus-project  pedestrian 
volumes  on  Figures  2-5  and  4-2,  respectively  (Figure  4-2  is  reproduced  on  p.  222  herein).  The 
Transbay  Terminal  and  the  Transbay  Redevelopment  Plan  would  be  expected  to  generate  the 
largest  pedestrian  volumes  compared  to  other  development,  including  the  project,  nearby  and  in 
the  greater  project  vicinity,  and  would  constitute  the  majority  of  cumulative  growth  in  the 
vicinity.  For  discussion  of  the  pedestrian  impacts  of  the  proposed  new  Transbay  Terminal,  see 
the  Transbay  Terminal/Caltrain  Downtown  Extension/Redevelopment  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR, 
Case  No.  2000.048E  (cited  as  "Transbay  Terminal  Draft  EIS/EIR"),  published  in  October  2002. 

The  pedestrian  analysis  presented  in  the  Transbay  Terminal  Draft  EIS/EIR  was  conducted  for 
comer  and  crosswalk  analyses  and  included  the  intersection  of  Fremont  and  Mission  Streets  (see 
pp.  5-127  to  5-137  of  the  Transbay  Terminal  Draft  EIS/EIR).  Under  year  2020  conditions  with 
the  proposed  terminal  and  extension  of  Caltrain,  including  the  projected  growth  in  the  South  of 
Market  area  but  without  the  Redevelopment  Plan  component,  all  comers  and  crosswalks  at  the 
intersection  of  Fremont  and  Mission  Streets  would  operate  at  acceptable  levels  of  service.  Under 
year  2020  conditions  with  the  additional  travel  demand  associated  with  development  under  the 
Redevelopment  Plan,  the  south  crosswalk  and  three  of  the  four  comers  at  the  intersection  of 
Fremont/Mission  would  operate  at  LOS  E  (walking  speeds  restricted),  including  the  southeast 
comer  adjacent  to  the  301  Mission  Street  project  site.  The  Transbay  Terminal  Draft  EIS/EIR 
indicates  that  under  2020  cumulative  conditions  there  would  be  about  4,245  pedestrians  crossing 
the  intersection  of  Mission  and  Fremont  Streets  during  the  peak  15  minutes  of  the  p.m.  hour,  an 
increase  of  about  3,400  pedestrians  from  existing  conditions.  The  301  Mission  Street  project 
would  contribute  about  57  pedestrians  to  the  four  crosswalks,  or  1.3  percent  of  the  4,245 
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pedestrians  during  the  peak  1 5  minutes  of  the  peak  hour.  Graphics  showing  the  pedestrian 
analysis  results  are  provided  in  the  Transbay  Terminal  Draft  EIS/EIR  in  Figures  5.19-2  and 
5.19-3  on  pp.  5-131  and  5-134,  and  total  numbers  of  pedestrians  predicted  to  use  key  study 
intersections  are  shown  for  the  peak  15  minutes  of  the  p.m.  peak  hour  in  Table  5.19-6  on 
p.  5-130.  Figure  5.19-2  from  the  Transbay  Terminal  Draft  EIS/EIR,  illustrating  this  pedestrian 
level  of  service,  is  reproduced  as  Figure  C&R-7,  on  the  following  page.  The  entire  text  and 
graphics  of  the  Transbay  Terminal  EIS/EIR  can  be  found  at  the  Transbay  Joint  Powers  Authority 
website,  at  http://www.sfgov.org/site/  tipa_index.asp?id,  under  "Documents." 

The  Transbay  Terminal  Draft  EIS/EIR  identified  mitigation  measures  that  could  be  considered  by 
decision  makers  to  mitigate  the  impacts  of  the  additional  travel  generated  by  the  Redevelopment 
Plan.  One  of  the  Transbay  Terminal  Draft  EIS/EIR  pedestrian  mitigation  measures  includes 
increasing  building  setbacks,  thereby  increasing  sidewalk  widths,  and  listing  particular  locations 
including  the  southeast  comer  of  Fremont  and  Mission  Streets  at  the  301  Mission  Street  project 
site  (see  p.  5-136  in  that  document).  The  301  Mission  Street  project  would  include  a  widened 
sidewalk  at  this  location,  as  described  on  p.  4-15  of  the  301  Mission  Street  Transportation  Study 
and  on  p.  1 13  of  the  301  Mission  Street  project  EIR. 

Comment 

By  the  way,  why  shouldn't  THIS  PROJECT  adjust  its  siting  and  circulation  so  that  it  makes  the 
MINIMUM  disruption  to  pedestrians  and  transit,  rather  than  the  other  way  round.  One  would 
think  that  CEQA  would  require  that  alternative  to  be  analyzed.  {Sue  C.  Hestor) 

Response 

Mission  Street  is  designated  a  Special  Street  in  the  Planning  Department's  Downtown  Streetscape 
Plan.  The  plan  discourages  new  driveways  on  Special  Streets.  Therefore,  the  driveways  to  the 
proposed  project  were  designed  on  Beale  and  Fremont  Street.  Due  to  the  one-way  roadway 
system  of  Fremont  and  Beale  Streets,  the  project  drive-through  between  these  streets  was 
incorporated  into  the  design  to  provide  flexibility  for  trucks  serving  the  building  and  vehicles 
traveling  to  and  from  the  garage,  eliminating  the  need  for  project  vehicles  to  loop  around  the 
block  to  access  a  single  driveway.  Thus,  the  two-way  drive-through  would  lessen  the  potential 
for  conflicts  between  pedestrians  and  transit  vehicles  with  autos  at  intersections  around  the 
project  block. 
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The  project  was  designed  with  a  setback  along  the  Fremont  Street  frontage  at  the  Mission  Street 
comer,  which  would  result  in  more  pedestrian  circulation  space  at  a  congested  part  of  the 
sidewalk  at  the  Fremont  and  Mission  Streets  comer,  as  described  on  p.  1 13  of  the  EIR. 

The  EIR  analysis  determined  that  the  proposed  project  would  not  cause  significant  effects  on 
pedestrian  or  transit  movements. 

Regarding  the  request  for  an  alternative,  a  range  of  reasonable  alternatives  was  analyzed  in  the 
301  Mission  Street  EIR,  as  required  in  State  CEQA  Guidelines  Section  15126.6.  Under  the 
CEQA  Guidelines,  EIR  alternatives  should  avoid  or  substantially  lessen  any  of  the  significant 
effects  of  the  proposed  project.  As  no  significant  impacts  to  pedestrians  or  transit  were  identified 
in  the  EIR,  there  is  no  requirement  to  analyze  an  alternative  that  changes  project  siting  and 
circulation  in  relation  to  pedestrian  or  transit  movements,  as  suggested  by  the  comment.  As 
discussed  above,  the  project  architects  considered  pedestrians  and  transit  in  the  siting  and 
circulation  of  the  proposed  project. 

Midblock  Crossing 

Comments 

The  DEIR  discusses  moving  or  eliminating  the  mid-block  crosswalk  [on]  Fremont  Street.  This 
crosswalk  can  not  be  eliminated.  It  is  too  important  for  pedestrian  movements  to  and  from  the 
Terminal.  Slight  relocation  would  be  acceptable.  {Jennifer  Clary,  President,  and  Norman  Rolfe, 
Transportation  Chair,  San  Francisco  Tomorrow) 

The  DEIR  talks  about  a  "solution"  of  eliminating  an  existing  mid-block  crosswalk  because  it  will 
interfere  with  the  CARS  moving  to/from  this  project.  Blocks  South  of  Market  are  much  larger 
than  blocks  north  of  Market.  Pedestrians  —  particularly  those  mshing  to  get  transit  at  the  end  or 
beginning  of  the  work  day  —  will  jaywalk  if  crosswalks  are  eliminated.  You  cannot  repeal 
human  nature,  although  sometimes  the  City  seeks  to  do  so  by  installing  physical  barriers.  (Sue  C. 
Hestor) 

Response 

The  midblock  crosswalk  was  created  when  the  transit  signal  for  buses  exiting  the  existing 
Transbay  Terminal  loop  was  installed.  Pedestrians  cross  Fremont  Street  with  a  "walk"  signal  at 
the  crosswalk  south  of  the  bus  exit  when  the  traffic  signal  tums  green  for  buses  exiting  the 
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Terminal  loop.  With  the  construction  of  the  proposed  project,  the  crosswalk  would  be  eliminated 
to  accommodate  the  project  curb  cut  at  Fremont  Street.  Due  to  the  existing  constraint  of  the 
Transbay  Terminal  ramp  structure  over  Fremont  Street,  the  crosswalk  cannot  be  relocated  slightly 
south  of  its  existing  location,  as  suggested  by  one  commenter.  However,  with  the  proposed  new 
Transbay  Terminal,  pedestrian  access  from  the  surface  terminal  facility  would  be  modified,  and 
the  midblock  crosswalk  would  be  relocated  to  Natoma  Street. 

While  the  interim  elimination  of  the  crosswalk  would  result  in  an  inconvenience  to  some 
pedestrians,  these  pedestrians  would  be  accommodated  at  the  crosswalks  at  the  intersection  of 
Mission  and  Fremont  Streets  without  substantially  affecting  pedestrian  LOS  conditions  at  this 
location.  The  301  Mission  Street  EIR  does  not  identify  the  elimination  of  the  midblock 
crosswalk  as  a  "solution"  to  pedestrian  congestion,  as  suggested  in  one  comment. 

Construction  Traffic 

Comment 

Prior  to  begirming  work,  please  contact  our  Street  Operations  and  Special  Events  Office  ...  to 
coordinate  construction  activities  and  mitigate  transit  delays,  esp.  any  that  might  impact  the 
operations  of  buses  on  Mission  or  Beale  streets.  Any  work  involving  the  overhead  lines  during 
the  demolition  phase  will  also  need  to  be  coordinated  with  Muni.  (James  D.  Lowe,  Transit 
Planner,  Muni) 

Response 

Page  117  of  the  EIR  indicates  that  the  existing  301  Mission  Street  building  that  currently  has 
eyebolts  supporting  the  overhead  wires  would  need  to  be  demolished  and  the  overhead  wire 
system  would  need  to  be  maintained.  As  the  EIR  states,  the  effort  would  be  coordinated  with 
Muni's  Overhead  Lines  Department.  The  EIR  notes  on  the  same  page  that  sidewalk  and  lane 
closures  would  be  reviewed  by  the  Interdepartmental  Staff  Committee  on  Traffic  and 
Transportation,  which  includes  a  Muni  representative.  The  project  sponsor  would  also  contact 
Muni's  Street  Operations  and  Special  Events  Office  prior  to  construction  activities  to  coordinate 
the  temporary  relocation  of  the  Muni  bus  stop  on  Fremont  Street. 
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Transbay  Terminal  and  Caltrain  Extension 
Comment 

We  also  have  a  number  of  concerns  beyond  Section  303.  Many  of  our  members  travel  to  and 
through  this  neighborhood  each  day.  So,  these  are  of  some  concern  to  us.  And,  in  particular,  we 
believe  that  this  project  does  need  to  be  considered  closely  in  the  context  of  the  Transbay 
Terminal  development  and  the  Cal  Train  extension. 

I  would  like  to  recognize  the  work  that  the  staff  has  done  exploring  how  various  options  of  the 
Cal  Train  extension  might  be  accommodated  in  the  engineering  of  this  project.  But  we  feel  that 
the  environmental  impact  of  this  project  needs  much  closer  review  in  that  context. 

The  draft  EIR  for  the  Transbay  Terminal  contemplates  eliminating  nearly  2,000  parking  spaces  in 
this  neighborhood  and  may  include  the  coming  and  going  of  as  many  as  30,000  new  passenger 
trips  that  are  Cal  Train-related.  These  are  trips  that  don't  exist  in  this  neighborhood  today.  I 
understand  that  that  review  process  is  in  its  final  weeks,  or  at  most  months,  of  review  and  we 
would  submit  that  with  a  small  degree  of  coordination,  albeit  with  a  slight  lengthening  of  this 
review,  we'd  avoid  serious  planning  conflicts.  (Ian  Lewis,  Hotel  Employees  and  Restaurant 
Employees  Local  2) 

Response 

On  pp.  1 58-168,  the  EIR  analyzes  two  alternatives  that  would  allow  for  joint  use  of  the  project 
site  with  the  proposed  new  Transbay  Terminal  extension  of  Caltrain  to  the  extent  that  the  design 
of  the  latter  two  facilities  is  known  at  the  present  time.  These  alternatives  were  developed  by 
Planning  Department  staff  in  coordination  with  the  Peninsula  Corridor  Joint  Powers  Board  and 
Caltrain  staff  and  consulting  engineers,  and  the  project  sponsor's  architect  and  engineers.  The 
two  alternatives  analyzed  in  the  301  Mission  Street  EIR  would  accommodate  redevelopment  of 
the  Transbay  Terminal  and  the  alternative  Caltrain  alignments  that  are  analyzed  at  a  conceptual 
level  in  the  Transbay  Terminal/Caltrain  Downtown  Extension/Redevelopment  Project  Draft 
EIS/EIR.  Further  coordination  among  the  301  Mission  Street  development  team  and  the  agencies 
involved  in  the  Transbay  team  would  be  possible  and  could  be  requested  by  decision  makers  as 
part  of  their  actions  on  the  301  Mission  Street  project. 

The  301  Mission  Street  EIR  also  discusses  the  relationship  of  the  301  Mission  Street  project  to 
the  proposed  reconstruction  of  the  Transbay  Terminal  and  the  Caltrain  extension  project  in  the 
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transportation  section  on  pp.  122-124.  See  the  first  response  under  Pedestrians  on  pp.  231-233 
regarding  discussion  of  analysis  of  year  2020  Cumulative  impacts  associated  with  the  Transbay 
Terminal/Caltrain  Extension/Redevelopment  Plan  project,  as  well  as  other  proposed  projects  in 
the  Transbay  Redevelopment  and  Rincon  Hill  areas. 

Improvement  Measures 

Comment 

Lines  1,  5,  6,  14  and  41  are  trolley  coach  lines  operating  on  600  volt  DC  overhead  wires.  These 
wires  may  need  to  be  anchored  to  lag  bolts  attached  to  the  new  building  frame  (as  allowed  by 
City  code).  These  anchor  points  need  to  be  accommodated  in  the  design  of  the  new  building. 
(James  D.  Lowe,  Transit  Planner,  Muni) 

Response 

This  issue  is  addressed  in  the  EIR  on  p.  110;  the  text  states  that  support  poles  for  overhead  wires 
are  located  on  Fremont  and  Beale  Streets,  with  overhead  wires  on  Mission  Street  attached  via 
eyebolts  to  the  existing  301  Mission  Street  building.  The  text  also  states  that  the  proposed  project 
may  be  required  to  allow  Muni  to  install  eyebolts  in  the  proposed  building  to  support  the 
overhead  wire  system. 

Comment 

The  DEIR  discusses  ways  to  encourage  transit  usage,  but  does  not  specifically  say  there  will  be  a 
transportation  broker  in  the  office  building.  This  should  be  made  a  required  mitigation  measure. 
(Jennifer  Clary,  President,  and  Norman  Rolfe,  Transportation  Chair,  San  Francisco  Tomorrow) 

Response 

Planning  Code  Section  163  requires  establishment  of  a  transportation  management  program  and 
transportation  brokerage  services  in  new  office  buildings  containing  at  least  1 00,000  gross  square 
feet  of  office  uses.  Since  the  proposed  project  would  include  less  than  100,000  of  net  new  gross 
square  feet  of  office  space  (see  p.  44  of  the  EIR),  it  would  not  be  subject  to  the  Planning  Code 
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requirement.  Because  the  project  would  not  cause  significant  impacts  on  traffic  or  transit  services 
(see  pp.  107-1 10  and  121-122),  mitigation  is  not  required.  Also,  the  EIR  states  (p.  139)  that  the 
project  would  not  contribute  significantly  to  cumulative  traffic  impacts. 

However,  the  project  sponsor  has  agreed  to  make  a  contribution  to  the  Department  of  Parking  and 
Traffic's  new  Integrated  Transportation  Management  System  (ITMS)  program,  to  improve 
overall  traffic  conditions  and  reduce  congestion  in  the  South  of  Market  area  in  which  the  project 
is  located.  This  contribution  is  identified  as  a  traffic-related  mitigation  measure  in  the  EIR  on 
p.  140,  to  reduce  cumulative  impacts.  As  noted,  the  project  contribution,  itself,  to  cumulative 
impacts  would  not  be  significant;  therefore,  the  measure  is  more  appropriately  identified  as  an 
improvement  measure.  The  subhead  and  introductory  text  on  p.  139  of  the  Draft  EIR, 
introducing  mitigation  measure  4,  are  deleted;  the  paragraph  numbered  "4"  is  moved  to  p.  141,  to 
begin  a  second  paragraph  under  "Traffic"  with  no  number  and  no  indent;  and  the  first  full 
paragraph  at  the  top  of  p.  140  is  moved  to  complete  the  second  paragraph  under  "Traffic"  on 
p.  141  of  the  EIR.  Similarly,  the  first  subhead  and  the  first  full  paragraph  on  p.  16  in  Section  I, 
Summary,  are  deleted,  and  the  indented  measure  and  the  following  paragraph  on  p.  16  are  moved 
to  follow  the  last  paragraph  on  p.  17  as  a  second  improvement  measure  under  "Traffic."  The 
effect  of  these  changes  is  to  move  the  measure  from  mitigation  measures  to  improvement 
measures,  consistent  with  the  lack  of  significant  project-specific  and  cumulative  impacts  stated  in 
Chapter  V  on  p.  142  of  the  EIR. 

The  project  sponsor  has  agreed  to  provide  a  transportation  broker  for  the  building's  office  and 
commercial  uses.  The  following  improvement  measure  has  been  added  to  the  end  of  the  last 
paragraph  on  pp.  17  and  141  of  the  EIR: 

Transit 

The  project  sponsor  would  provide  a  transportation  services  broker  for  the 
project's  office  and  commercial  uses,  to  facilitate  transit  and  ridesharing  by 
employees  by  providing  transit  information,  coordinate  ridesharing  activities,  assist 
tenant  employers  in  considering  flex-time  arrangements  for  employees,  and  network 
with  other  transportation  brokerage  services  in  downtown  San  Francisco. 

Comment 

The  DEIR  mentions  safety  measures  that  would  be  taken  in  connection  with  adding  a  driveway 
emptying  onto  Fremont  Street.  In  addition  to  the  measures  mentioned,  a  sign  saying  "stop  for 
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pedestrians"  should  be  added  to  the  exiting  driveway  at  the  property  line.  {Jennifer  Clary, 
President,  and  Norman  Rolfe,  Transportation  Chair,  San  Francisco  Tomorrow) 

Response 

In  response  to  this  conmient,  the  following  improvement  measure  is  added  under  the  "Traffic" 
subhead  in  the  discussion  of  Improvement  Measures  Identified  by  This  Report  on  pp.  17  and  141 
of  the  EIR: 

A  sign  warning  vehicles  exiting  the  driveway  to  stop  for  buses,  pedestrians 
and  other  vehicles  could  be  installed  as  part  of  the  proposed  project. 

AIR  QUALITY  AND  NOISE 

Comment 

Bus  Operations  and  Impacts 

AC  Transit  access  to  the  existing  and  the  planned  new  terminal  will  continue  to  be  via  dedicated 
ramps,  as  plans  for  those  projects  indicate.  Accordingly,  we  have  no  concerns  about  traffic. 
However,  because  of  this  dedicated  access,  AC  Transit  and  other  carriers  will  be  loading  and 
operating  clean  diesel  buses  on  open-air  platforms  forty  and  sixty  feet  above  street  level  on  a  24 
hour  a  day  basis.  If  this  operation,  which  current[ly]  exists  and  is  projected  to  increase,  would 
cause  any  air  quality  or  noise  impacts  at  301  Mission  Street,  the  project  sponsor  should  identify 
these  impacts  resulting  from  the  adopted  and  approved  regional  transportation  center.  Long- 
range  plans  for  bus  operations  at  Transbay  Terminal  are  outlined  in  the  Transbay  Terminal  EIR. 
(Kathleen  Kelly,  Deputy  General  Manager,  Service  Development,  AC  Transit) 

Response 

Diesel  buses  at  the  Transbay  Transit  Terminal  are  an  emission  source  that  dominates  the  existing 
local  setting,  as  identified  in  the  301  Mission  Street  EIR  on  p.  127.  Diesel  bus  traffic  would  grow 
in  the  friture  in  order  to  respond  to  growth  in  transit  use  at  the  Transbay  Transit  Terminal. 
According  to  the  Transbay  Terminal/Caltrain  Downtown  Extension/Redevelopment  Project  Draft 
EIS/EIR  (Table  1.2-1,  p.  1-6),  AC  Transit  patronage  at  the  terminal  would  increase  from  13,000 
passengers  per  day  in  1998  to  a  maximum  of  23,000  per  day  in  2020.  Depending  on  ftiture 
scheduling  choices  by  AC  Transit,  the  passenger  growth  could  induce  nearly  80  percent  more  bus 
traffic  in  2020  compared  to  1998. 
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As  noted  in  the  comment,  clean  diesel  buses  will  make  up  much  of  the  future  transit  fleet.  In 
general,  emissions  from  buses  will  decrease  over  time  due  to  a  number  of  ongoing  programs 
implemented  on  a  state  and  federal  level  to  control  diesel  sources,  and  especially  urban  buses. 
Programs  already  in  place  include  more  stringent  standards  for  exhaust  NO^,  PM,(„  and  SO, 
through  a  variety  of  advanced  diesel  engine  controls  and  diesel  fuel  reformulations  as  a  result  of 
regulations  implemented  by  the  California  Air  Resources  Board  (CARB)  and  U.S.  Environmental 
Protection  Agency.  Between  2000  and  2020,  CARB  predicts  that  average  emissions  of  NO^, 
PMio,  and  SO,  from  urban  buses  in  San  Francisco  and  Alameda  Counties  will  each  decrease  by 
more  than  50  percent,  on  a  per-bus-mile-traveled  basis.'"  Reductions  of  SO,,  the  pollutant  most 
likely  to  cause  odors  or  nuisances,  will  be  greater  than  85  percent  with  phase-in  of  new  state 
requirements  for  ultra-low  sulfur  diesel  fuel  by  about  2007.  Since  emissions  on  a  per-bus  basis 
will  be  cut  by  more  than  half  between  2000  and  2020,  bus  traffic  at  the  terminal  could  double 
over  1998  conditions  before  causing  an  increase  in  localized  emissions.  Because  such  a  dramatic 
increase  in  AC  Transit  bus  traffic  is  not  anticipated,  localized  concentrations  of  pollutants  emitted 
by  the  buses  are  expected  to  decrease  when  compared  to  existing  conditions. 

Noise  issues  are  addressed  in  the  301  Mission  Street  Initial  Study,  Appendix  A,  pp.  18-20.  As 
noted  there,  traffic  is  a  major  source  of  noise  in  San  Francisco,  and  the  project  site  is  near  existing 
traffic  noise  sources  including  the  Transbay  Terminal  bus  ramps  and  streets  that  serve  as  routes  to 
the  Bay  Bridge.  Thus,  existing  exterior  noise  levels  could  be  higher  than  those  typically  found  in 
San  Francisco.  The  project  would  be  required  to  comply  with  noise  insulation  requirements  of 
Title  24  in  the  California  Code  of  Regulations;  therefore,  the  existing  exterior  noise  environment 
would  not  significantly  affect  occupant  use  inside  the  project.  In  addition,  while  some  upper- 
story  units  in  the  building  would  have  openable  windows,  the  project  sponsor  expects  to  serve 
lower  floors  in  the  building  (for  floors  below  about  250-300  feet  in  height)  with  a  fresh  air  system 
that  would  permit  use  of  fixed  windows.  This  would  reduce  interior  noise  levels  on  floors  located 
closest  to  the  proposed  new  bus  terminal.  Accordingly,  bus  operations  should  not  result  in 
significant  air  quality  or  noise  impacts. 

The  above  information  is  provided  for  the  reader's  information.  It  is  beyond  the  scope  of  this 
single-project  EIR  for  the  301  Mission  Street  project  to  analyze  the  air  quality  impacts  for  the 
Transbay  project  which,  as  noted,  is  the  subject  of  its  own  EIS/EIR. 


California  Air  Resources  Board,  CARB  EMFAC2002  Inventory,  accessed  at 
http://www.arb.ca.gov/msei/msei.htm,  April  2003. 
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Comment 

.  . .  The  project  anticipates  the  need  to  excavate  roughly  65,000  to  75,000  cubic  yards  of  soil  to  a 
maximum  depth  of  approximately  40  feet. 

The  initial  study  indicates  that  a  Phase  I  report  and  a  site  investigation  report  have  been  prepared 
for  the  Site.  Information  from  these  reports  was  summarized  in  the  initial  study,  although  copies 
of  these  documents  were  not  attached  to  the  report.  Limited  soil  sampling  appears  to  have  been 
conducted  at  the  Site.  Nine  soil  samples  were  submitted  for  analysis  from  eleven  exploratory  soil 
borings.  No  information  was  presented  regarding  the  sample  depths  and  locations.  The 
analytical  suite  for  each  sample  analyzed  is  also  unclear.  Groundwater  may  also  have  been 
sampled,  but  no  analj^ical  results  were  presented.  Therefore,  it  is  not  clear  whether  the  project 
area  has  been  adequately  characterized  to  determine  whether  hazardous  substances  are  present  at 
the  Site  and  the  extent  of  any  such  contamination. . .  .  {Barbara  J.  Cook,  P.E.,  Chief,  Northern 
California  -  Coastal  Cleanup  Operations  Branch,  California  Department  of  Toxic  Substances 
Control) 

Response 

Information  about  hazardous  materials  in  soil  under  the  project  site  is  based  on  background 
studies  prepared  for  the  site  by  an  independent  consultant  and  summarized  in  the  Initial  Study, 
Appendix  A  in  the  EIR.'^  The  background  studies  (in  two  volumes)  were  not  attached  to  the 
Initial  Study  when  it  was  circulated  nor  were  they  included  in  an  appendix  to  the  EIR.  As  is 
typical  in  San  Francisco  EIRs,  background  materials  are  usually  kept  in  the  project  files.  As  part 
of  the  project  files,  they  are  available  for  public  review  at  the  Planning  Department  at  1660 
Mission  Street,  as  noted  in  the  Initial  Study.  The  studies  are  cited  throughout  the  geotechnical 
and  hazards  secfions  of  the  Initial  Study.  It  is  San  Francisco's  practice  to  make  background 
technical  studies  available  for  review  upon  request,  as  they  are  of  interest  to  relatively  few  readers 


Treadwell  &  RoIIo,  Phase  I,  Environmental  Site  Assessment  for  124  Beale  Street,  129  Fremont 
Street,  301  Mission  Street,  and  329  Mission  Street,  San  Francisco,  California,  June  28,  2001  [Phase  I 
report];  Environmental  Site  Characterization  for  301  Mission  Street,  San  Francisco,  California,  August  13, 
2001  [Phase  II  report];  Geotechnical  Investigation  for  301  Mission  Street,  August  14,  2001.  Copies  of 
these  reports  are  available  for  review,  by  appointment,  at  the  Planning  Department,  1660  Mission  Street,  as 
part  of  the  project  file. 
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of  the  Initial  Study  and  EIR;  to  provide  copies  in  each  EIR  would  use  paper  unnecessarily,  and 
would  result  in  voluminous  documents,  contrary  to  CEQA. 

The  Environmental  Site  Characterization  for  301  Mission  Street,  San  Francisco,  California,  or 
Phase  II  report,  prepared  by  Treadwell  &  Rollo,  dated  August  13,  2001,  states  that  five 
exploratory  borings  were  drilled  to  depths  ranging  from  60.5  to  155.5  feet  below  the  surface 
(Section  5.0,  p.  3  of  the  Phase  II  report,  summarized  on  p.  26  of  the  Initial  Study).  Soil  samples 
were  taken  at  various  depths;  those  tested  were  taken  from  Borings  1,  2,  and  3  at  depths  of  about 
13  to  19  feet  below  the  surface  (Appendix  C,  Analytical  Results,  in  the  Phase  II  report).  Six 
exploratory  borings  were  hand  augured  throughout  the  site  for  the  environmental  investigation 
(p.  4  of  the  Phase  II  report),  at  depths  ranging  firom  2.5  and  3.5  feet  to  8  feet  in  the  fill  material 
under  existing  concrete  basement  slabs  (Appendix  B,  Exploratory  Boring  Logs  fi-om 
Environmental  Investigation,  in  the  Phase  II  report).  As  explained  in  the  Initial  Study,  the  site  is 
underlain  by  heterogeneous  fill  with  rubble,  most  likely  from  the  1906  earthquake  and  fire,  at 
varying  depths  up  to  23  feet  (Initial  Study  pp.  26  and  36).  Below  the  fill  is  clay,  clayey  sand  and 
sandy  clay.  Groundwater  was  encountered  at  about  10  to  12  feet  below  the  ground  surface 
(Initial  Study  p.  30). 

The  analytical  methods  used  to  test  for  various  hazardous  materials  in  the  soil  are  listed  in  the 
Phase  II  report  in  Section  7  on  p.  5,  as  well  as  shown  on  the  analysis  results  in  Appendix  C, 
Analytical  Results,  in  the  Phase  II  report.  As  listed  on  p.  5  of  the  Phase  II  report,  the  methods 
included  EPA  Method  SM  5520  B/F,  EPA  8015  Modified,  EPA  Method  8260,  EPA  Method 
8270,  EPA  method  6010/200.7,  EPA  8080,  and  EPA  Method  150.1. 

Comment 

7.        The  Initial  Study,  Pages  31-37,  Hazards.  Groundwater  analytical  results  from  the  Site 
were  not  provided  in  the  Initial  Study,  although  the  Initial  Study  indicates  that 
groundwater  has  been  sampled  and  analyzed  (page  35,  Hazardous  Materials  in  Soil, 
Paragraph  2).  Therefore,  please  clarify  what,  if  any,  treatment  would  be  required  of  the 
groundwater  removed  from  the  excavation,  whether  treatment  would  occur  onsite  or 
offsite,  whether  there  is  sufficient  space  within  the  footprint  of  the  development  project  to 
conduct  these  activities,  and  whether  a  permit  is  required  for  the  treatment  system. 
{Barbara  J.  Cook,  P.E.,  Chief  Northern  California  -  Coastal  Cleanup  Operations 
Branch,  California  Department  of  Toxic  Substances  Control) 
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Response 

As  summarized  on  p.  36  of  the  Initial  Study  in  Appendix  A  of  the  EIR,  tests  of  soil  samples  taken 
from  the  site  identified  petroleum  hydrocarbons,  p-isopropyl  toluene  (a  semivolatile  organic 
compound)  at  low  levels  and  lead  at  elevated  levels  (see  pp.  6-7  and  Tables  1  and  2  of  the  Phase 
II  report).  No  asbestos,  volatile  organic  compounds,  sulfide  or  cyanide  were  detected  at  or  above 
the  limits  of  the  analysis  methods  used  in  the  samples  analyzed.'''  Other  metals  detected, 
including  nickel,  chromium,  and  zinc,  were  within  normal  background  ranges  for  the  western 
United  States.  Petroleum  hydrocarbons  were  detected  in  nine  of  the  ten  soil  samples,  at  levels 
ranging  from  21  to  190  parts  per  million  (ppm).  The  petroleum  fractions  detected  included  diesel 
at  2.3  to  100  ppm  and  gasoline  at  1 .1  and  1 .3  ppm.  Total  lead  was  detected  in  all  nine  of  the  soil 
samples  tested,  at  levels  ranging  from  3.2  to  260  ppm.  The  sample  containing  260  ppm  was 
further  tested  for  soluble  lead,  which  was  detected  at  8.7  ppm.  With  the  presence  of  elevated 
levels  of  lead  on  the  site,  soil  excavated  from  the  site  would  be  expected  to  require  disposal  at  a 
regulated  Class  I  or  Class  II  landfill. 

Groundwater  was  not  sampled  or  analyzed;  the  Phase  II  report,  p.  4,  indicated  groundwater 
samples  were  taken,  but  that  statement,  carried  over  to  the  Initial  Study  (p.  35),  was  in  error. 
Groundwater  was  not  sampled  and  tested  at  this  early  stage  because  San  Francisco  ordinances 
require  that  the  groundwater  be  tested  prior  to  disposal  to  the  sewer  system  and  meet  water 
quality  standards  specified  in  the  City's  Industrial  Waste  Ordinance  (ordinance  no.  199-77),  as 
explained  in  the  Initial  Study  on  p.  30. 

Based  on  the  requirements  of  the  San  Francisco  Public  Utilities  Commission  (SF  PUC)  and  the 
Industrial  Waste  Ordinance,  prior  to  any  dewatering  from  any  construction  in  the  City,  a  batch 
wastewater  discharge  application  must  be  submitted  to  SF  PUC  staff.  Groundwater  must  first  be 
analyzed  for  all  constituents  required  by  the  City  discharge  permit  for  sites  bayward  of  the  1 85 1 
high  tide  line,  and  the  analytical  results  must  be  included  in  the  application.  The  application  is 
reviewed  and  a  permit  is  issued  by  SF  PUC  staff. 

Based  on  the  hazards  consultant's  previous  experience  with  construction  sites  in  the  vicinity  of 
the  project  site,  dewatering  is  not  expected  to  require  chemical  treatment  to  meet  SF  PUC 
standards  in  the  combined  sewer  system.'^  If  treatment  were  required,  the  treatment  system 

Treadwell  &  Rollo,  Phase  II  report,  pp.  6-7. 

Peter  Cusack,  Senior  Project  Scientist,  Treadwell  &  Rollo,  communication  with  Turnstone 
Consulting,  May  5,  2003. 
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would  be  installed  on  site,  just  beyond  the  settling  tank  and  prior  to  discharge  to  the  sewer 
system.  Samples  of  discharge  water  would  be  collected  once  the  dewatering  system  is  operating 
to  test  for  total  suspended  solids,  chemical  oxygen  demand  and  total  oil  and  grease,  to  determine 
the  amount  of  fee  that  would  be  charged  by  the  City. 

Comment 

1 .  Please  clarify  which  agency  is  responsible  for  determining  that  the  Site  has  been 
adequately  characterized.  Please  also  clarify  which  agency  is  responsible  for  approval  of 
the  Site  Mitigation  Plan  discussed  in  Section  12,  Hazards.  The  second  full  paragraph  on 
Page  37  appears  to  require  approval  of  the  Site  Mitigation  Plan  by  an  appropriate  state  or 
federal  agency.  DTSC  further  recommends  revising  the  EIR  and  the  Initial  Study  to 
require  approval  of  the  Site  Mitigation  Plan  prior  to  initiation  of  soil  movement  at  the 
Site.  {Barbara  J.  Cook,  P.E.,  Chief,  Northern  California  -  Coastal  Cleanup  Operations 
Branch,  California  Department  of  Toxic  Substances  Control) 

Response 

This  site  is  in  the  area  of  San  Francisco  covered  by  Article  22A  of  the  San  Francisco  Health 
Code.  Pursuant  to  Article  22  A,  the  San  Francisco  Department  of  Public  Health  (DPH)  reviews 
site  characterization  reports  that  are  required  to  be  prepared  for  projects  that  would  disturb  more 
than  50  cubic  yards  of  soil  in  areas  of  the  City  located  east  of  the  1851  high  tide  line  (San 
Francisco  Public  Works  Code  Article  20).  The  site  characterization  for  the  project  found  levels 
of  lead  exceeding  hazardous  waste  criteria.  Therefore,  Article  22  A  requires  preparation  of  a  site 
mitigation  plan  (SMP)  certified  by  an  appropriately  registered  professional  such  as  a  registered 
environmental  assessor  or  a  licensed  geotechnical  engineer  and  submittal  to  and  approval  by  DPH 
prior  to  issuance  of  a  building  permit.  It  is  not  anticipated  that  state  or  federal  agencies  will  be 
involved  in  implementation  of  Article  22A  at  this  site. 

As  compliance  with  Article  22A  is  required  already  by  local  ordinance,  and  Article  22A  will 
require  approval  and  implementation  of  a  site  mitigation  plan  prior  to  issuance  of  a  building 
permit,  there  is  no  need  to  identify  such  a  requirement  as  a  mitigation  measure  in  the  EIR. 

Comment 

2.  Soil  containing  hazardous  substances  will  be  excavated  as  part  of  this  project.  The  Initial 
Study  indicates  that  this  soil  occurs  in  a  four  foot  layer,  although  the  depth  of  this  soil 
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layer  is  not  provided.  Excavated  soil  containing  hazardous  substances  must  not  be 
moved  closer  to  the  groundwater  table.  (Barbara  J.  Cook,  P.E.,  Chief,  Northern 
California  -  Coastal  Cleanup  Operations  Branch,  California  Department  of  Toxic 
Substances  Control) 

Response 

The  statement  in  the  Initial  Study  on  p.  37  indicating  that  four  feet  of  fill  might  contain  elevated 
concentrations  of  petroleum  hydrocarbons  and  metals  referenced  in  the  comment  is  a  summary  of 
material  in  the  Phase  I  Environmental  Site  Assessment  prepared  for  the  301  Mission  Street  project 
site  by  an  independent  consultant.  The  Phase  I  report  does  not  include  soil  sampling  and  testing 
results;  instead,  it  performs  a  site  history  and  a  review  of  the  project  site  to  determine  whether 
there  could  be  hazards  in  site  soils. 

The  Phase  II  report,  prepared  for  the  301  Mission  Street  project  site,  states  that  fill  depth  extends 
to  about  23  feet  below  the  ground  surface  in  some  locations  on  the  site.  The  Phase  II  report 
identifies  elevated  concentrations  of  lead  in  the  soil  at  various  depths  that  would  likely  require 
disposal  at  a  Class  I  or  Class  II  landfill  approved  to  accept  lead-contaminated  soil,  rather  than  the 
Class  III  landfills  that  accept  ordinary  solid  waste  (see  the  Phase  II  report,  pp.  4  and  7,  and  its 
Appendix  C,  Analytical  Results).  Groundwater  was  encountered  at  varying  depths,  ranging  from 
10  to  12  feet  (Initial  Study,  p.  30).  Some  soil  containing  elevated  concentrations  of  lead  is 
located  below  groundwater  levels.  No  elevated  concentrations  of  lead  or  petroleum  hydrocarbons 
were  found  in  soils  below  the  fill.  Because  the  site  would  be  excavated  to  35  to  40  feet  below  the 
surface,  any  soils  (fill)  containing  hazardous  constituents  would  be  removed  from  the  site  and 
disposed  of  in  accordance  with  applicable  federal  and  state  hazardous  waste  laws. 

The  site  management  plan  would  include  a  soil  handling  plan  to  segregate  fill  material  in  the  soil 
from  underlying  native  sand  and  clay,  as  well  as  a  program  to  test  the  fill  prior  to  transport  off 
site,  to  determine  whether  it  contains  elevated  levels  of  lead  or  hazards  and  establish  the  type  of 
landfill  that  could  accept  the  excavated  materials.'^ 


Peter  Cusak,  Senior  Project  Scientist,  Treadwell  &  Rollo,  communication  with  Turnstone 
Consulting,  May  5,  2003. 
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Comment 

3.  Excavated  soil  to  be  disposed  of  offsite  should  be  profiled  to  determine  if  it  is  a 
hazardous  waste.  Hazardous  waste  must  be  transported  using  licensed  hazardous  waste 
transporters  under  a  hazardous  waste  manifest  and  the  disposal  facility  must  be  permitted 
to  receive  the  waste.  California  Health  and  Safety  Code,  Division  20,  Chapter  6.5  also 
contains  requirements  for  stockpiling  of  hazardous  waste. 

4.  California  Health  and  Safety  Code  section  25 157.8  limits  disposal  options  for  soil 
containing  lead  in  excess  of  350  milligrams  per  kilogram  (mg/kg)  but  less  than  1,000 
mg/kg.  This  soil,  while  not  classified  as  a  hazardous  waste,  must  be  disposed  of  at  a 
Class  I  landfill  or  a  Class  II  landfill  permitted  to  accept  such  waste.  {Barbara  J.  Cook, 
P.E.,  Chief,  Northern  California  -  Coastal  Cleanup  Operations  Branch,  California 
Department  of  Toxic  Substances  Control) 

Response 

The  comment  is  acknowledged.  The  comment  cites  various  state  requirements  for  handling  and 
disposal  of  excavated  soil  that  contains  elevated  concentrations  of  hazardous  materials.  These 
actions  are  required  by  law  and  regulation;  therefore,  these  activities  are  not  identified  as 
mitigation  measures.  The  Initial  Study,  p.  37,  notes  that  fill  material  in  the  soil  under  the  project 
site  is  expected  to  be  disposed  of  in  a  Class  I  or  Class  II  landfill  based  on  amounts  of  lead  found 
in  soil  samples,  consistent  with  the  comment,  although  no  samples  showed  levels  as  high  as 
350  milligrams  per  kilogram  (parts  per  million). 

Comment 

5.  If  chemicals  remain  in  soil  and/or  groundwater  following  development  at  levels  which 
pose  a  significant  risk  to  public  health  and/or  the  environment  or  if  cleanup  goals  for  this 
Site  are  based  upon  an  exposure  scenario  other  than  unrestricted  land  use,  land  use 
restrictions  which  run  with  the  land  should  be  required  to  ensure  that  subsequent  owners 
or  occupants  of  the  property  are  informed  about  conditions  at  the  Site  and  to  ensure  that 
any  remedy  installed  at  the  Site  remains  protective  of  public  health  and  the  environment. 
If  measures,  such  as  capping,  are  used  to  protect  future  occupants  of  the  Site,  land  use 
restrictions  must  be  required  to  ensure  that  the  remedy  is  operated,  maintained  and 
protected  from  disturbance  in  the  future.  Financial  assurance  should  also  be  required  to 
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be  consistent  with  California  Health  and  Safety  Code  section  25355.2.  {Barbara  J.  Cook, 
P.E.,  Chief,  Northern  California  -  Coastal  Cleanup  Operations  Branch,  Department  of 
Toxic  Substances  Control) 

Response 

As  explained  in  the  Geology  and  Seismicity  section  of  the  Initial  Study,  excavation  for  building 
foundations  is  expected  to  be  about  40  feet  below  street  level,  well  below  the  artificial  fill  found 
in  the  upper  levels  of  the  soil.  No  elevated  concentrations  of  compounds  were  found  in  the  sandy 
and  clayey  soils  under  the  fill;  therefore,  it  is  not  expected  that  residual  chemicals  would  remain 
in  the  soil.  Because  no  indication  of  contamination  was  found  below  the  fill,  and  because  all  of 
the  fill  is  proposed  to  be  removed,  land  use  restrictions  and  financial  assurances  are  not  expected 
to  be  required  for  the  project  site. 

Comment 

6.        Page  30  of  the  initial  study  notes  that  dewatering  will  be  required.  Given  the  size  of  the 
development  project,  it  is  likely  that  dewatering  will  influence  groundwater  in  the  area 
and  could  draw  groundwater  fi"om  areas  discussed  in  the  Phase  I  Report  as  being 
"downgradient."  Given  the  depth  of  the  excavation,  it  also  has  the  potential  for  allowing 
any  contaminants  in  shallow  groundwater  to  move  into  deeper  water-bearing  zones. 
Therefore,  DTSC  recommends  that  the  project  proponent  be  required  to  conduct  an 
analysis  to  determine  the  potential  impacts  of  this  dewatering  on  areas  of  known 
groundwater  contamination  and  that  this  analysis  should  be  approved  by  the  San 
Francisco  Department  of  Public  Health  prior  to  initiation  of  soil  movement  at  the  Site. 
This  will  determine  if  additional  engineering  controls  or  other  methods  should  be 
required  to  minimize  the  movement  of  groundwater  into  the  excavation.  {Barbara  J. 
Cook,  P.E.,  Chief  Northern  California  -  Coastal  Cleanup  Operations  Branch,  California 
Department  of  Toxic  Substances  Control) 

Response 

Based  on  the  recommendations  presented  in  the  geotechnical  report  for  the  project,"  the 
dewatering  program  for  the  project  would  depend  on  the  type  of  shoring  selected.  The 


Treadwell  &  Rollo,  Geotechnical  Investigation,  301  Mission  Street,  San  Francisco,  California, 
August  12,  2001. 
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geotechnical  consultant  concluded  that  soldier  pile  and  lagging,  soldier  pile  tremie  concrete 
(SPTC)  and  soil/cement  walls  would  be  viable  options.  The  selection,  design,  construction,  and 
performance  of  the  shoring  system  would  be  the  responsibility  of  the  construction  contractor. 
However,  the  shoring  would  be  designed  by  a  structural  engineer  knowledgeable  in  this  type  of 
construction.  At  this  time,  the  shoring  system  has  not  been  selected  for  the  project. 

The  SPTC  or  soil/cement  walls  would  likely  be  the  most  watertight  shoring  system  and  require 
the  least  amount  of  dewatering.  Either  of  these  two  systems  would  mainly  require  dewatering 
within  the  project  excavation  with  a  limited  impact  on  groundwater  gradients  beyond  the 
perimeter  of  the  project  site.  Based  on  the  subsurface  conditions  and  distances  to  the  closest 
reported  contaminated  plume,  the  likelihood  that  the  dewatering  system  would  affect  these 
plumes  should  be  low. 

If  the  soldier  pile  and  lagging  shoring  system  were  selected,  the  dewatering  system  would  consist 
of  dewatering  wells  along  the  outside  perimeter  of  the  project  site.  At  this  time,  the  number  and 
depth  of  the  dewatering  wells  has  not  been  determined.  Based  on  the  subsurface  conditions  of  the 
site  and  nearby  vicinity,  and  the  presence  of  existing  below-ground  parking  garage  and  basement 
levels,  the  zone  of  influence  of  the  groundwater  affected  by  the  perimeter  dewatering  wells  would 
be  expected  to  be  less  than  the  closest  reported  contaminated  plume,  which  is  greater  than 
approximately  300  feet  northeast  of  the  project  site.  If  the  soldier  pile  and  lagging  shoring  system 
were  selected,  water  levels  from  existing  monitoring  wells  installed  at  the  reported  release  site 
would  be  collected  periodically  to  assess  whether  the  dewatering  system  was  affecting  the 
contaminated  plume.  If  analytical  results  showed  that  the  groundwater  contained  elevated  levels 
of  chemicals  requiring  pre-treatment  prior  to  disposal,  a  treatment  system  would  be  installed  at  a 
location  on  the  site  in  front  of  the  pipe  directing  groundwater  to  the  City's  combined  sewer 
system.  The  treatment  system  would  consist  of  activated  carbon  units.  Period  groundwater 
samples  would  be  collected  and  analyzed  to  assure  that  the  treatment  system  was  operating 
properly.  Results  of  analyses  would  be  provided  to  the  San  Francisco  Public  Utilities 
Commission  staff. 

Comment 

8.        DTSC  recommends  revising  the  Environmental  Impact  Report  to  include  an  analysis  of 
environmental  impacts  associated  with  the  remediation  of  any  contamination  present. 
For  example,  if  the  remediation  activities  include  the  need  for  soil  excavation,  the  EIR 
would  include:  ( 1 )  an  assessment  of  air  impacts  and  health  impacts  associated  with  the 
excavation  activities;  (2)  identification  of  any  applicable  local,  state  or  federal  standards 
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which  may  be  exceeded  by  the  excavation  activities,  including  dust  levels  and  noise;  (3) 
transportation  impacts  from  the  removal  or  remedial  activities;  and  (4)  the  risk  of  upset 
should  there  be  an  accident  at  the  Site.  These  risks  can  be  different  from  those  associated 
with  general  construction.  {Barbara  J.  Cook,  P.E.,  Chief,  Northern  California  -  Coastal 
Cleanup  Operations  Branch,  California  Department  of  Toxic  Substances  Control) 

Response 

As  previously  indicated,  soil  to  a  depth  of  40  feet  would  be  removed  from  the  site  as  part  of  site 
preparation  for  foundation  construction.  No  contaminants  are  expected  to  remain  on  site  after 
excavation  and  soil  removal.  The  Initial  Study  and  EIR  include  analyses  of  construction-related 
impacts  and  include  mitigation  measures  that  relate  to  potential  contaminants  in  excavated  soil. 
The  Initial  Study  provides  a  detailed  discussion  of  construction  air  emissions,  including  analysis 
of  dust  emissions  during  excavation  (Initial  Study,  p.  21),  and  the  project  includes  the  dust 
reduction  mitigation  measure  identified  in  the  Initial  Study  that  would  reduce  impacts  from 
excavation,  including  any  related  to  lead  or  other  contaminants  in  soil,  to  less-than-significant 
levels  (Initial  Study,  pp.  21-22  and  48-49;  EIR,  p.  135).  Based  on  the  construction  air  quality 
mitigation  measure  included  in  the  project,  this  issue  was  focused  out  of  the  EIR  because  its 
impacts  would  be  mitigated  and  no  further  analysis  is  necessary. 

Construction  noise  is  discussed  in  the  Initial  Study  on  pp.  18-20.  As  noted  there,  construction 
activities  could  include  excavation  and  hauling.  Demolition  and  excavation,  including  hauling 
excavated  soils  away  from  the  site,  would  take  about  four  months.  Construction  noise  is 
regulated  by  the  San  Francisco  Noise  Ordinance  (Article  29  of  the  Police  Code);  compliance 
would  reduce  temporary  noise  effects  to  less-than-significant  levels.  Therefore,  no  further 
analysis  was  necessary  in  the  EIR. 

Construction  traffic  impacts  are  discussed  in  the  EIR  on  pp.  116-119,  including  construction- 
related  truck  activity  on  p.  117.  The  specific  transportation  requirements  for  transporting 
excavated  soils  to  appropriate  landfills  would  be  detailed  in  the  Site  Mitigation  Plan  required  for 
the  project  under  Article  22A  of  the  Public  Health  Code,  and  soil  handling  procedures  would  be 
detailed  in  a  soil  management  plan  (see  Initial  Study  p.  37  and  the  Phase  II  report  p.  8).  A  Site 
Health  and  Safety  Plan  would  also  be  prepared  prior  to  excavation  and  disposal  of  soils;  this  plan 
would  detail  procedures  to  be  used  in  the  event  of  an  accident  at  the  site.  Because  these  activities 
are  included  in  the  project  and  would  take  place  prior  to  excavation  of  any  contaminated  soils, 
these  issues  required  no  further  discussion  in  the  EIR  and  were  focused  out  in  the  Initial  Smdy. 
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Comment 

There  needs  to  be  an  alternative  in  THIS  EIR,  as  well  as  in  the  EIRs  for  nearby  large  housing 
projects  that  reduces  the  parking  to  the  Code  requirement  of  1 :4  for  new  housing.  {Sue  C. 
Hestor) 

Response 

Alternative  B:  No  Allowable  Exceptions  to  the  Planning  Code,  evaluated  on  pp.  147-150  of  the 
EIR,  would  contain  the  same  mix  of  uses,  in  the  same  amounts,  as  the  proposed  project.  This 
alternative  has  the  number  of  accessory  parking  spaces  allowable  under  Section  204.5  without 
Conditional  Use  authorization,  which  is  200;  about  120  of  these  would  be  dedicated  to  residential 
use  (the  Code  would  require  80  spaces  and  allow  120  without  Conditional  Use  authorization)  plus 
80  spaces  for  commercial  use  (7  percent  of  the  gross  floor  area).  This  would  be  200  fewer  spaces 
than  with  the  proposed  project.  As  with  the  project,  parking  would  be  subsurface,  in  half  the 
number  of  below-grade  levels  (two). 

If  parking  were  further  reduced  to  one  space  for  every  four  residential  units,  which  is  the 
Planning  Code  required  parking  for  the  project,  no  spaces  would  be  provided  for  commercial 
uses.  Under  such  a  scenario,  80  spaces  would  be  provided  on  one  and  one-half  subsurface  levels, 
compared  to  400  spaces  on  four  subsurface  levels  proposed  by  the  project.  Compared  to 
estimated  demand,  the  parking  shortfall  would  be  about  475  to  565  spaces  with  this  scenario, 
about  320  spaces  more  than  the  proposed  project.  However,  as  noted,  this  scenario  includes  the 
amount  of  parking  required  by  the  Planning  Code.  Like,  and  to  a  greater  extent  than,  with 
Alternative  B,  it  could  be  difficult  for  drivers  to  find  parking  in  the  study  area,  which  might  result 
in  drivers  parking  farther  away  from  the  project  site  or  switching  to  other  modes  of  travel. 
Significant  secondary  impacts  to  the  transportation  system  would  not  be  expected  to  result  from 
this  alternative's  level  of  parking  occupancy.  All  other  impacts  of  this  scenario  would  be  the 
same  as  Alternative  B. 

Comments 

Alternatives  that  would  place  the  high-rise  tower  at  the  southeast  comer  of  the  property  and  thus 
avoid  any  interference  with  any  of  the  alternatives  for  Transbay  terminal  design  are  not  discussed 
in  the  DEIR,  other  than  an  oblique  reference  to  such  a  one  in  mentioning  alternatives  considered 
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and  rejected.  San  Francisco  Tomorrow  has  obtained  copies  of  the  letters  referred  to  in  the 
footnote  on  page  159  of  the  DEIR.  These  letters  show  that  such  an  alternative  was  considered  but 
rejected  because  it  would  have  required  exceptions  to  the  height  and  floor  area  ratio  limits  for  that 
site.  But  the  project  as  proposed  in  the  DEIR  would  require  not  only  these  exceptions,  but  others 
as  well.  The  project  sponsor  should  be  required  to  explain  this.  And  also  to  revise  the  DEIR  to 
include  a  full  analysis  of  an  alternative  with  the  high-rise  tower  at  the  southeast  comer  of  the 
property  and  using  the  same  exceptions  as  the  proposed  project. 

From  what  information  is  provided  in  the  DEIR,  it  appears  that  having  the  tower  in  the  southeast 
comer  of  the  property  would  have  less  visual  impact  on  the  city  skyline  and  less  shadow  impact 
than  the  proposed  project.  More  reasons  why  this  alternative  should  be  studied.  Wind  impacts 
would  also  have  to  be  evaluated.  {Jennifer  Clary,  President,  and  Norman  Rolfe,  Transportation 
Chair,  San  Francisco  Tomorrow) 

Now,  in  that  thing  they  have  a  big  tower  on  the  northwest  comer  of  their  plot.  If  they  move  that 
~  if  they  rearrange,  flip  things  around,  put  that  tower  on  the  southeast  comer  of  the  lot,  it  will  not 
conflict  with  this  [Caltrain]  extension  or  the  [Transbay]  terminal  rebuilding. 

When  you  read  the  EIR  and  the  letters  referred  to  in  the  footnotes,  it  says  they  considered 
something  like  that  and  rejected  it.  The  reason  they  gave  for  rejecting  it  is  because  it  would 
require  exceptions  to  the  height  limit  and  floor  area  ratio  limits  for  that  plot  of  land. 

Well,  it  just  so  happens  that  the  project  they  propose  requires  exceptions  to  the  height  limit,  the 
floor  area  ratio,  and  a  few  other  exceptions. 

So  the  reason  they  gave  for  rejecting  it  is  not  valid.  They  should  be  required  to  go  back  to  the 
drawing  board  and  produce  an  environmental  analysis  of  an  altemative  that  does  not  conflict  with 
the  thing  which  has  the  tower  over  kitty-comer  from  this  thing  and  the  yard. .  .  .  (Norman  Rolfe, 
Transportation  Chair,  San  Francisco  Tomorrow) 

And  I  agree  with  Norman  Rolfe.  I  sued  201  Spear  in  part  because  of  the  Caltrain  extension. 
(Sue  Hestor) 

Response 

As  noted  within  the  Altematives  Considered  and  Rejected  discussion  on  p.  167  of  the  EIR,  the 
process  for  developing  the  altematives  to  accommodate  the  proposed  new  Transbay  Terminal  and 
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extension  of  Caltrain  was  an  iterative  one  between  the  301  Mission  Project  Team,  and  the 
Planning  Department  and  Caltrain  engineers.  Various  design  options  for  alternatives  were 
proposed  but  subsequently  withdrawn  from  further  consideration  because  of  their  inability  to 
satisfy  criteria  for  feasibility  or  because  of  environmental  effects.  CEQA  Guidelines  Section 
15126.6  requires  that  an  EIR  analyze  a  reasonable  range  of  alternatives  which  would  feasibly 
attain  most  of  the  basic  objectives  of  the  project  but  would  avoid  or  substantially  lessen  one  or 
more  (per  Guidelines)  of  the  significant  effects  of  the  project,  as  stated  on  p.  142  of  the  EIR. 
There  would  be  no  significant  unavoidable  project- specific  or  cumulative  impacts  from  the 
301  Mission  Street  project. 

Two  alternatives  that  would  accommodate  the  proposed  Caltrain  alignments  are  analyzed  in  the 
EIR.  Alternative  E-1  responds  to  the  Second-to-Main  Caltrain  alignment  and  Alternative  E-2 
responds  to  the  Second-to-Mission  Caltrain  alignment.  As  noted  elsewhere  in  this  Comments  and 
Responses  document  (p.  201  for  example),  the  Second-to-Main  Caltrain  alignment  has  been 
adopted  as  part  of  the  Transbay  Locally  Preferred  Alternative. 

A  greatly  reduced  development  program  to  be  built  on  less  than  one-half  the  site  was  considered 
and  rejected.  This  alternative,  described  on  p.  168  of  the  EIR,  would  involve  public  acquisition 
of  the  western  portion  of  the  site  for  the  Second-to-Mission  Caltrain  rail  alignment  and  necessary 
pedestrian  access  between  the  underground  platforms.  Figure  33,  p.  163  of  the  EIR,  shows  the 
Second-to-Mission  Caltrain  aligimient  across  the  project  site.  Project  development  under  this 
scenario  would  be  limited  to  the  17,000  sq.  ft.  of  site  area  fronting  Beale  Street  that  would  not  be 
used  by  Caltrain.  The  result  would  be  a  tower  approximately  250  feet  tall  on  the  eastern  side  of 
the  site,  with  24  stories  above  grade  and  four  below-grade  levels.  This  scenario  would  include 
the  same  amount  of  hotel  space  as  the  project,  about  100  residential  units,  about  2,200  gsf  of 
retail  space  fronting  Beale  Street,  and  no  office  or  restaurant  space.  This  would  be  about  220 
fewer  dwelling  units  and  about  7,200  gsf  less  retail  space  than  with  the  project.  It  would  have 
about  1 12  parking  spaces,  288  fewer  than  with  the  project.  At  a  maximum  FAR  of  18: 1  with 
TDRs,  this  alternative  would  have  a  gross  floor  area  of  about  306,000  sq.  ft.,  over  600,000  sq.  ft. 
smaller  than  the  project  as  proposed.  The  area  reserved  for  the  proposed  Second-to-Mission 
Caltrain  alignment  would  be  assumed  to  remain  vacant  until  a  precise  design  and  location  of  the 
subsurface  Caltrain  alignment  was  established. 

The  250-foot  tower  would  be  roughly  50  to  350  feet  shorter  than  the  highrises  in  the  vicinity  (see 
p.  66  of  the  EIR);  it  would  be  less  visible  and  cast  less  shadow  on  nearby  sidewalks  and  publicly 
accessible  open  spaces  than  would  the  project.  Because  a  greater  proportion  of  the  ground  floor 
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would  be  devoted  to  a  driveway  leading  to  loading  and  parking,  it  would  provide  fewer  of  the 
pedestrian  amenities  encouraged  by  the  Downtown  Plan. 

The  project  site  is  in  an  area  intended  by  the  Downtown  Plan  for  dense  development.  It  is  the 
area  of  the  City  with  the  highest  FAR  and  height  limits.  It  is  next  to  the  Transbay  Terminal,  one 
of  the  most  active  transit  hubs  in  the  City,  and  it  is  within  the  proposed  Transbay  Redevelopment 
Project  Area,  where  the  City  hopes  to  encourage  development  near  the  Terminal.  As  stated  in 
paragraph  2  on  p.  168  of  the  EIR,  this  scenario  was  considered  and  rejected  as  "under-utilization 
of  a  site  adjacent  to  a  major  transit  hub,"  not  based  on  approvals  or  exceptions  needed. 

Comment 

On  page  165  of  the  DEIR  it  states  that  an  alternative  that  would  accommodate  Caltrain  would  be 
"less  aesthetically  pleasing".  We  can  only  state  that  beauty  is  in  the  eye  of  the  beholder. 
{Jennifer  Clary,  President,  and  Norman  Rolfe,  Transportation  Chair,  San  Francisco  Tomorrow) 

Response 

The  comment  refers  to  the  discussion  of  the  building's  connection  to  the  street  in  Alternative  E-2 
to  Accommodate  Transbay  Terminal  and  Second-to-Mission-Street  Caltrain  Extension 
Aligrmient.  Aesthetics  are  inherently  subjective.  The  purpose  of  the  EIR  is  to  disclose  and 
discuss  environmental  impacts.  As  described  in  the  second  full  paragraph  on  p.  165  regarding 
Alternative  E-2,  "the  additional  office  floors  would  be  a  change  in  the  scale  and  transparency  of 
the  proposed  project  atrium  and  outdoor  space.  From  within  the  atrium,  views  toward  the  glass 
skylight  roof  would  be  partly  obstructed  by  a  solid  element  where  a  new  service  corridor 
connecting  the  office  and  hotel  structures  would  cross  the  space." 

Comment 

The  construction  of  301  Mission  should  allow  the  construction  of  the  Transbay  Terminal  Joint 
Powers  Authority's  preferred  alternative  for  a  rail  station.  This  is  the  Second  to  Main  Street 
Caltrain  Alternative,  designated  Alternative  E-1  in  the  EIR.  As  the  EIR  notes,  construction  of 
this  alternative  would  require  "about  five  feet  along  the  southerly  border  of  the  project  site  .  . . 
below  grade."  Because  the  extension  of  Caltrain  to  Downtown  San  Francisco  is  an  integral  part 
of  the  Transbay  Terminal  plan,  AC  Transit  supports  setting  aside  this  space  for  trains.  (Kathleen 
Kelly,  Deputy  General  Manager,  Service  Development,  AC  Transit) 
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IX.  Comments  and  Responses 
Alternatives 

Response 

This  comment  is  a  statement  of  AC  Transit's  support  for  Alternative  E-1  to  Accommodate 
Transbay  Terminal  and  Second-to-Main-Street  Caltrain  Extension  Alignment.  The  comments  of 
AC  Transit  are  acknowledged  and  will  be  transmitted  to  the  Planning  Commission  as  part  of  this 
Comments  and  Responses  document  for  the  Commission's  consideration  in  its  decision  to 
approve,  modify,  or  disapprove  the  project. 

Comment 

Well,  I  would  certainly  hope  that  --  in  terms  of  the  question  that  was  raised,  there  are  two 
alternatives  in  the  present  Transbay  connection  from  Cal  Train  to  the  new  Transbay  Terminal. 
And  my  understanding  is  that  one  of  them  would  be  compatible  with  this  building,  one  would 
not. 

Now,  this  is  a  matter  that  is  detailed,  and  I  can't  really  say  that  for  sure.  But  that's  what  I'm 
informed.  And  I  would  just  hope  that  the  project  sponsor  and  the  Cal  Train  are  able  to,  as 
someone  said,  dovetail  their  efforts  together.  Because  I  think  this  looks  like  potentially  a  very  . 
good  project,  and  I  would  hate  to  see  it  not  work  because  of  a  problem  that  might  arise  by  [not] 
coordinating  the  Cal  Train  extension  and  Transbay  Terminal  with  this  project.  {Vice  President 
Michael  J.  Antonini,  San  Francisco  Planning  Commission) 

Response 

The  EIR  discusses  and  analyzes  the' proposed  Caltrain  extension  in  relation  to  the  proposed 
project,  in  various  sections  of  the  document.  The  EIR  discusses  the  transportation-related 
impacts  of  the  proposed  project  in  relation  to  the  Transbay  Terminal  and  the  Caltrain  Extension 
on  pp.  122-124.  The  land  use  implications  of  the  Transbay  Redevelopment  Project  in  relation  to 
the  proposed  project,  including  the  Caltrain  extension,  are  discussed  on  pp.  54-56.  Alternative  E 
analyzes  two  approaches  to  development  on  the  project  site  that  would  accommodate  the  Caltrain 
extension  (pp.  158-168).  The  Second-to-Main  Caltrain  alignment  could  be  accommodated  with 
minimal  modification  to  the  301  Mission  Street  project  (Alternative  E-1).  As  noted  on  p.  159  of 
the  EIR  and  the  response  on  pp.  236-237,  the  project  sponsor  and  his  architect  and  engineers  have 
met  to  coordinate  with  City,  JPB  and  Caltrain  staff  to  develop  alternatives  for  this  EIR  that  would 
accommodate  the  Caltrain  Extension  alignments.  As  noted  in  that  response,  future  coordination 
is  certainly  possible.  Also  see  pp.  186-187  concerning  the  Planning  Commission's  authority  to 
approve  the  project  with  conditions. 
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San  Francisco  Tomorrow 

Since  1970,  Working  to  Protect  the  Urban  Environment 


March  31,  2003 

Paul  Maltzer,  Environmental  Review  Officer 
San  Francisco  Planning  Department 
1660  Mission  Street,  Suite  500 
San  Francisco,  C A  94 1 03 


mR  3  1  2003 

PLAlNiNiNG  DEPT 


Subject:  Comments  301  Mission  St.  DEIR,  Planning  Department  File  2001.0792E 
Dear  Mr.  Maltzer: 

Here  are  San  Francisco  Tomorrow's  comments  on  subject  DEIR. 

Attention  of  all  parties  concerned  with  this  project  is  directed  to  San  Francisco  Proposition  H  of 
November  1999.  Excerpts  from  it  are  quoted  below. 

"Section  2.  As  part  of  the  extension  of  Caltrain  downtown,  a  new  or  rebuilt  terminal  shall  be 
constructed  on  the  present  site  of  the  Transbay  Transit  Terminal  serving  Caltrain,  regional  and 
intercity  bus  lines,  MUNI,  and  high  speed  rail,  and  having  a  convenient  connection  to  BART 
and  MUNI  Metro. ... 

"Section  9.  The  Mayor,  the  Board  of  Supervisors,  and  all  relevant  city  officers  and  agencies 
are  hereby  forbidden  from  taking  any  actions  that  would  conflict  with  the  extension  of  Caltrain 
to  downtown  San  Francisco,  including,  but  not  limited  to,  pursuing  any  uses  that  conflict  with 
Section  2,  or  undertaking  any  other  land  use  or  development  effi)rts  that  would  conflict  with  the 
intent  of  this  legislation." 

Since  this  is  an  ordinance  that  was  passed  by  a  vote  of  the  people  of  San  Francisco,  and  can 
only  be  changed  by  a  subsequent  vote,  all  of  the  alternatives  studied  in  the  DEIR  should  have 
complied  with  the  terms  of  this  ordinance.  Note  carefiilly  its  instructions  in  regard  to  high 
speed  rail  and  to  the  construction  of  Transbay  Terminal.  This  mandate  must  be  followed  in 
implementing  this  project.  In  the  case  of  this  document,  it  should  have  been  the  guide  for  the 
altematives  to  be  studied  for  this  project.    The  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  the 
Peninsula  Corridor  Joint  Powers  Board,  and  the  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency  have 
prep£ired  a  DEIS/DEIR  for  Transbay  Terminal/Caltrain  Downtown  Extension/Redevelopment 
Project.  The  period  for  public  comment  on  this  has  closed,  and  the  final  EIS/EIR  is  being 
prepared.  Several  altematives  are  being  evaluated,  and  although  the  Transbay  Joint  Powers 
Authority  has  chosen  a  locally  preferred  alternative,  changes  could  still  be  made  and  what  is 
actually  built  could  be  different  from  it. 

Will  you  want  to  live  in  San  Francisco  -  tomorrow? 

41  Sutter  Street,  Suite  1579 .  San  Francisco  CA  94104-4903  .  (415)  566-7050 
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Since  the  project  as  proposed  in  this  document  by  the  project  sponsor  violates  Proposition  H 
because  it  conflicts  with  alternative  variations  that  could  still  be  adopted  for  the  Transbay 
Terminal/Caltrain  Downtown  Extension/Redevelopment  Project,  it  could  not  be  approved  for 
construction.   Documents  on  file  in  the  San  Francisco  Assessor's  Office  show  that  the  project 
sponsor,  Mission  Street  Development  Partners,  LLC,  bought  the  property  on  June  29,  2001. 
Proposition  H  was  passed  on  November  2,  1999.  Therefore,  it  appears  that  the  project  sponsor 
bought  the  property  after  the  passage  of  Proposition  H.  So  the  project  sponsor  should  have 
been  aware  of  the  requirements  the  project  would  have  to  meet  -  that  is,  that  it  would  have  to 
be  designed  so  it  would  not  conflict  with  any  new  terminal  design,  the  Caltrain  Downtown 
Extension,  or  high  speed  rail.  There  are  project  alternatives  that  comply  with  Proposition  H  and 
could  have  been  pursued. 

Alternatives  that  would  place  the  high  rise  tower  at  the  southeast  comer  of  the  property  and  thus 
avoid  any  interference  with  any  of  the  alternatives  for  Transbay  terminal  design  are  not 
discussed  in  the  DEIR,  other  than  an  oblique  reference  to  such  a  one  in  mentioning  alternatives 
considered  and  rejected.  San  Francisco  Tomorrow  has  obtained  copies  of  the  letters  referred  to 
in  the  footnote  on  page  1 59  of  the  DEIR.  These  letters  show  that  such  an  alternative  was 
considered  but  rejected  because  it  would  have  required  exceptions  to  the  height  and  floor  area 
ratio  limits  for  that  site.  But  the  project  as  proposed  in  the  DEIR  would  require  not  only  these 
exceptions,  but  others  as  well.  The  project  sponsor  should  be  required  to  explain  this.  And 
also  to  revise  the  DEIR  to  include  a  full  analysis  of  an  alternative  with  the  high  rise  tower  at  the 
southeast  comer  of  the  property  and  using  the  same  exceptions  as  the  proposed  project. 

From  what  information  is  provided  in  the  DEIR,  it  appears  that  having  the  tower  in  the 
southeast  comer  of  the  property  would  have  less  visual  impact  on  the  city  skyline  and  less 
shadow  impact  than  the  proposed  project.  More  reasons  why  this  altemative  should  be  studied. 
Wind  impacts  would  also  have  to  be  evaluated. 

On  page  165  of  the  DEIR  it  states  that  an  altemative  that  would  accommodate  Caltrain  would 
be  "less  aesthetically  pleasing".  We  can  only  state  that  beauty  is  in  the  eye  of  the  beholder. 
Furthermore,  as  noted  above,  it  appears  that  having  the  tower  in  the  southeast  comer  of  the 
property  would  have  less  visual  impact  on  the  city  skyline  and  less  shadow  impact  than  the 
proposed  project. 

The  DEIR  discusses  ways  to  encourage  transit  usage,  but  does  not  specifically  say  there  will  be 
a  transportation  broker  in  the  office  building.  This  should  be  made  a  required  mitigation 
measure. 

The  DEIR  discusses  moving  or  eliminating  the  mid-block  crosswalk  Fremont  Street.  This 
crosswalk  can  not  be  eliminated.  It  is  too  important  for  pedestrian  movements  to  and  firom  the 
Terminal.  Slight  relocation  would  be  acceptable. 

The  DEIR  mentions  safety  measures  that  would  be  taken  in  connection  with  adding  a  driveway 
emptying  onto  Fremont  Street.  In  addition  to  the  measures  mentioned,  a  sign  saying  "stop  for 
pedestrians"  should  be  added  to  the  exiting  driveway  at  the  property  line.  The  impact  of  this 


driveway  on  transit  operations  needs  to  be  more  fully  analyzed.  It  must  be  designed  so  as  not  to 
interfere  with  transit  operations. 

In  evaluating  levels  of  service  (LOS)  emphasis  should  be  on  determining  the  effect  on  transit 
and  pedestrian  LOS's  and  less  concern  shown  for  automobile  LOS. 

The  project  should  also  be  reevaluated  to  see  if  parking  proposed  to  be  provided  can  be 
reduced.  This  would  reduce  traffic  impacts  and  encourage  transit  usage,  in  accordance  with 
San  Francisco  policies. 

The  DEIR  discusses  housing  demand.  It  states  that  the  project  would  result  in  a  net  increase  in 
employees  on  the  site  of  35.  It  arrives  at  this  by  taking  the  total  projected  employment  in  the 
project  (605)  and  subtracting  from  it  the  number  of  employees  in  the  buildings  presently  on  the 
site  (570).  This  is  not  realistic.  The  persons  employed  on  the  present  site  will  probably 
continue  be  employed  downtown  but  at  other  locations.  Therefore,  the  total  number  of  persons 
expected  to  be  employed  in  this  project's  buildings  (605)  should  be  used  to  determine  housing 
demand.  Since  most  of  the  people  employed  in  the  project's  buildings  will  probably  not  be  able 
to  afford  market  rate  housing,  the  project  would  generate  a  greater  demand  for  housing 
affordable  to  low  and  very  low  income  people.  The  DEIR  should  discuss  how  this  demand 
would  be  met. 

On  page  25  the  hotel  is  called  "an  extended  stay  hotel"  that  would  have  "cooking  facilities  in 
each  unit  and  anticipated  stays  of  a  period  of  weeks  rather  than  days".  Would  these  be  suites  be 
considered  transient  or  residential  uses?  Would  the  hotel  tax  be  collected  on  them?  Would  the 
project  sponsor  have  to  meet  additional  affordable  housing  requirements,  since  a  stay  of  weeks 
could  be  considered  housing  rather  than  transient  occupancy? 

Very  truly  yours 


Jennifer  Clary,  President 
(415)585-9489 


Norman  Rolfe,  Transportation  Chair 
(415)  775-9167 


rv 


Department  of  Toxic  Substances  Control 


Winston  H.  Hickox 
Agency  Secretary 
California  Environmental 
Protection  Agency 


Edwin  F.  Lowry,  Director 
700  Heinz  Avenue,  Suite  200 
Berkeley,  California  94710-2721 


Pu-mmG  DEPT 


Gray  Davis 
Governor 


March  13,  2003 


Mr.  Paul  Maltzer 
Environmental  Review  Officer 
San  Francisco  Planning  Department 
1660  Mission  Street,  Suite  500 
San  Francisco,  California  94103 

Dear  Mr.  Maltzer: 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  review  the  Draft  of  the  Environmental  Impact  Report 
for  the  301  Mission  Street  Project  (SCH#2002052062).  The  50,417  square  foot  project 
area  is  located  on  the  south-side  of-Mission  Street,  bounded  by- Mission  Street-ta the 
north,  Fremont  Street  to  the  west,  Beale  Street  to  the  east,  and  the  Transbay  Terminal 
property  to  the  south.  As  you  may  be  aware,  the  California  Department  of  Toxic 
Substances  Control  (DTSC)  oversees  the  cleanup  of  sites  where  hazardous 
substances  have  been  released  pursuant  to  the  California  health  and  Safety  Code, 
Division  20,  Chapter  6.8.  As  a  resource  agency,  DTSC  is  submitting  comments  to 
ensure  that  the  environmental  documentation  prepared  for  this  project  to  address  the 

 California  Environmental  Quality  Act  (CEQA)  adequately  addresses  any  required 

remediation  activities  which  may  be  required  to  address  any  hazardous  substance 
release. 

The  CEQA  document  is  for  demolition  of  three  existing  structures  on  the  project  site, 
and  construction  of  a  mixed-use  development,  totaling  approximately  1,156,500  gross 
square  feet  (gsf).  The  project  would  consist  of  approximately  130,560  gsf  of  office 
space;  9,400  gsf  of  ground-floor  retail/restaurant  space;  6,400  gsf  of  publicly  accessible 
atrium  space;  a  120-suite  extended  stay  hotel;  320  residential  units;  and  a  400  space 
underground  parking  lot  (on  four  subsurface  levels).  The  project  anticipates  the  need  to 
excavate  roughly  65,000  to  75,000  cubic  yards  of  soil  to  a  maximum  depth  of 
approximately  40  feet. 

The  initial  study  indicates  that  a  Phase  I  report  and  a  site  investigation  report  have  been 
prepared  for  the  Site.  Information  from  these  reports  was  summarized  in  the  initial 
study,  although  copies  of  these  documents  were  not  attached  to  the  report.  Limited  soil 
sampling  appears  to  have  been  conducted  at  the  Site.  Nine  soil  samples  were 
submitted  for  analysis  from  eleven  exploratory  soil  borings.  No  information  was 
presented  regarding  the  sample  depths  and  locations.  The  analytical  suite  for  each 

The  energy  challenge  facing  California  is  real.  Every  Califonnian  needs  to  take  immediate  action  to  reduce  energy  consumption.  For  a 
list  of  simple  ways  you  can  reduce  demand  and  cut  your  energy  costs,  see  our  Web-site  at  www.dtsc.ca.gov. 
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sample  analyzed  is  also  unclear.  Groundwater  may  also  have  been  sampled,  but  no 
analytical  results  were  presented.  Therefore,  it  is  not  clear  whether  the  project  area  has 
been  adequately  characterized  to  determine  whether  hazardous  substances  are 
present  at  the  Site  and  the  extent  of  any  such  contamination. 

Therefore,  DTSC  provides  the  following  comments  for  your  consideration. 

1 .  Please  clarify  which  agency  is  responsible  for  determining  that  the  Site  has  been 
adequately  characterized.  Please  also  clarify  which  agency  is  responsible  for 
approval  of  the  Site  Mitigation  Plan  discussed  in  Section  12,  Hazards.  The 
second  full  paragraph  on  Page  37  appears  to  require  approval  of  the  Site 
Mitigation  Plan  by  an  appropriate  state  or  federal  agency.  DTSC  further 
recommends  revising  the  EIR  and  the  Initial  Study  to  require  approval  of  the  Site 
Mitigation  Plan  prior  to  initiation  of  soil  movement  at  the  Site. 

2.  Soil  containing  hazardous  substances  will  be  excavated  as  part  of  this  project. 
The  Initial  Study  indicates  that  this  soil  occurs  in  a  four  foot  layer,  although  the 
depth  of  this  soil  layer  is  not  provided.  Excavated  soil  containing  hazardous 
substances  must  not  be  moved  closer  to  the  groundwater  table. 

3.  Excavated  soil  to  be  disposed  of  offsite  should  be  profiled  to  determine  if  it  is  a 
hazardous  waste.  Hazardous  waste  must  be  transported  using  licensed 
hazardous  waste  transporters  under  a  hazardous  waste  manifest  and  the 
disposal  facility  must  be  permitted  to  receive  the  waste.  California  Health  and 
Safety  Code,  Division  20,  Chapter  6.5  also  contains  requirements  for  stockpiling 
of  hazardous  waste. 

4.  California  Health  and  Safety  Code  section  25157.8  limits  disposal  options  for  soil 
containing  lead  in  excess  of  350  milligrams  per  kilogram  (mg/kg)  but  less  than 
1,000  mg/kg.  This  soil,  while  not  classified  as  a  hazardous  waste,  must  be 
disposed  of  at  a  Class  I  landfill  or  a  Class  II  landfill  permitted  to  accept  such 
waste. 

5.  If  chemicals  remain  in  soil  and/or  groundwater  following  development  at  levels 
which  pose  a  significant  risk  to  public  health  and/or  the  environment  or  if  cleanup 
goals  for  this  Site  are  based  upon  an  exposure  scenario  other  than  unrestricted 
land  use,  land  use  restrictions  which  run  with  the  land  should  be  required  to 
ensure  that  subsequent  owners  or  occupants  of  the  property  are  informed  about 
conditions  at  the  Site  and  to  ensure  that  any  remedy  installed  at  the  Site  remains 
protective  of  public  health  and  the  environment.  If  measures,  such  as  capping, 
are  used  to  protect  future  occupants  of  the  Site,  land  use  restrictions  must  be 
required  to  ensure  that  the  remedy  is  operated,  maintained  and  protected  from 
disturbance  in  the  future.  Financial  assurance  should  also  be  required  to  be 
consistent  with  California  Health  and  Safety  Code  section  25355.2. 
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6.  Page  30  of  the  initial  study  notes  that  dewatering  will  be  required.  Given  the  size 
of  the  development  project,  it  is  likely  that  dewatering  will  influence  groundwater 
in  the  area  and  could  draw  groundwater  from  areas  discussed  in  the  Phase  I 
Report  as  being  "downgradient."  Given  the  depth  of  the  excavation,  it  also  has 
the  potential  for  allowing  any  contaminants  in  shallow  groundwater  to  move  into 
deeper  water-bearing  zones.  Therefore,  DTSC  recommends  that  the  project 
proponent  be  required  to  conduct  an  analysis  to  determine  the  potential  impacts 
of  this  dewatering  on  areas  of  known  groundwater  contamination  and  that  this 
analysis  should  be  approved  by  the  San  Francisco  Department  of  Public  Health 
prior  to  initiation  of  soil  movement  at  the  Site.  This  vAW  determine  if  additional 
engineering  controls  or  other  methods  should  be  required  to  minimize  the 
movement  of  groundwater  into  the  excavation. ' 

7.  The  Initial  Study,  Pages  31-37,  Hazards.  Groundwater  analytical  results  from 
the  Site  were  not  provided  in  the  Initial  Study,  although  the  Initial  Study  indicates 
that  groundwater  has  been  sampled  and  analyzed  (page  35,  Hazardous 
Materials  in  Soil,  Paragraph  2.  Therefore,  please  clarify  what,  if  any,  treatment 
would  be  required  of  the  groundwater  removed  from  the  excavation,  whether 
treatment  would  occur  onsite  or  offsite,  whether  there  is  sufficient  space  within 
the  footprint  of  the  development  project  to  conduct  these  activities,  and  whether 
a  permit  is  required  for  the  treatment  system. 

8.  DTSC  recommends  revising  the  Environmental  Impact  Report  to  include  an 
analysis  of  environmental  impacts  associated  with  the  remediation  of  any 

 contamination  present.  For  example,  if  the  remediation  activities  include  the 

need  for  soil  excavation,  the  EIR  would  include:  (1)  an  assessment  of  air  impacts 
and  health  impacts  associated  with  the  excavation  activities;  (2)  identification  of 
any  applicable  local,  state  or  federal  standards  which  may  be  exceeded  by  the 
excavation  activities,  including  dust  levels  and  noise;  (3)  transportation  impacts 
from  the  removal  or  remedial  activities;  and  (4)  the  risk  of  upset  should  there  be 
an  accident  at  the  Site.  These  risks  can  be  different  from  those  associated  with 
general  construction. 

Please  contact  Janet  Naito  of  my  staff  at  (510)  540-3833  if  you  have  any  questions 
regarding  this  letter. 


Sincerely, 


Barbara  J.  Cook,  P.E.,  Chief 

Northern  California  -  Coastal  Cleanup  Operations  Branch 
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cc:     Governor's  Office  of  Planning  and  Research 
State  Clearinghouse 
P.O.  Box  3044 

Sacramento,  California  95812-3044 

Mr.  Guenther  Moskat 

Department  of  Toxic  Substances  Control 

P.O.  Box  806 

Sacramento,  California  95812-0806 

Ms.  Stephanie  Gushing 

San  Francisco  Department  of  Public  Health 

1390  Market  Street,  Suite  210 

San  Francisco,  California  94102 
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SUE  C.  HESTOR 
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Carol  Ro08 

Office  ot  Environmental  Review 
1660  Miaalon  Street  5th  fl 
San  Francisco  CA  94103 

KEt     2001.0792  -  301  Mission  Street- DEIR 

Dear  Carol : 

This  supplements  my  verbal  cottwents  at  the  Planniiig  Commiaaion 
hearing. 

Need  for  more  eontaxt 

This  is  one  of  at  least  8  large  (upscale)  housing  projects 
proposed  in  the  general  area  between  the  Trauiabay  Tortninal  and  the 
Bay  BricJge .     The  area  was  planned  as  part  of  the  Downtown  Plan  and 
associated  plane  such  as  for  Rincon  Hill.    Then  Loma  Prieta  struck 
and  many  o£  the  the  freeway  approachea  were  torn  down.     The  City 
adopted  a  policy  to  relocate  the  CalTrain  terminal  from  4th  4 
Townsend  to  within  a  block  of  this  parcicular  site.     There  are 
at ill  planning  processes  underway,  and  proposed.  Master  Plan  and 
zoning  changes  going  through  environmental  review  and  code 
revisions . 

But  what  is  going  on  NOW  is  that  the  developers  of  these  large 
housing  projects  are  lining  up  to  get  their  entitlements  BEFORE 
there  is  an  overall  plan  for  the  area.    A  plan  which  aorta  out  how 
to  support  thousands  of  new  residents  in  an  area  which  has  all 
kinds  of  physical  constraintis ,  including  the  mountainous  Bay 
Bridge  abutment  which  severely  limits  north-south  traffic  and 
with  otreets  that  are  themselves  surface  arterial©  with  heavy 
traffic  trying  to  get  onto  the  Bridge  or  onto  the  freeway  system. 
This  is  NOT  an  area  that  is  pleasant  for  pedestrians. 

As  the  CalTralna  terminal  is  relocated,  the  goal  is  to  have  a  hub 
where  trains  and  busses  come  together,  with  thousands  of  new 
pedestrians  streaming  through  the  area  if  those  plans  are 
Buccesaf ul . 

Yet  none  of  this  comes  through  in  this  rather  pedestrian  BIR,  It 
ie  another  ho-hum,   lets  just  pour  the  counts  into  the  usual 
formulas. 


HOW  IS  THIS  AREA  TO  FUNCTION  AS  A  NEIGHBORHOOD?  A  NEIGHBORHOOD 
WITH  SUBSTANTIAL  HOUSING?     WHERE  ARE  THE  SUPPORT  SERVICES  TO  BE 
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LOCATED,  AND  HOW  WILL  PEOPLE  ACCESS  THEM?    Which  way  do  they  walk 
--to  SovJth  Beaoh/  to  Mission  Bay,  to  North  Beach,  to  Verba  Buena, 
for  servicea? 

The  housing  projects  of  which  I  am  aware  are; 

201  Folsom  -   620  unit©  in  2  400'  towers 
3  00  Spear  -  620  units  in  2  400'  towers 

40-50  Lansing  -  82  units  on  hill  at  1st  &  Harrieon  -  84' 
333  Fremont  -  ©9  units  -  BO' 
375  Fremont  -  248  units  -  300' 
385-399  Pren^ont  •  2004-  units  -  30Q' 

425  let  Street  -  506  units  -  2  towera,   30  and  30  atoriea 
301  Hlasion  -  320  tmits  -  605'  tover 

I  expect  there  are  others  being  planned  of  which  I  am  unaware. 

These  projects  should  be  on  a  single  map,  along  with  any  other© 
proposed  or  under  review.  ■  That  map  should  have  basic  circulation 
on  it  -  traffic  direction,  nutnber  of  lanes,  with  arrows  that  by 
their  width  show  the  volume  of  traffic  at  peaJc  times.     It  would  be 
very  helpful  if  any  "neighborhood  commercial"  type  services  that 
exist  in  this  area  were  also  shown. 

WITHOUT  THAT  INPOIWTI08J  YOUR  J^HALYSES  OF  WHAT  TRIPS  THESE 
NEW  RBSID2NTS  SflUj  TAKE  IS  SO  MUCH  HYPOTHESIS. 

The  City  has  just  had  an  "experiment"  of  approving  residential 
projects  in  areas  where  they  had  no  residential  neighborhood 
context.     tt  Is  called  "live/work."     Vast  areas  of  the  south  of 
Market,  Dogpatch  and  the  NorthSast  Mission  Industrial  Zone  had 
theae  upper  income  housing  project  plunked  down  in  them.     Many  of 
those  residents,  having  no  "walk  to"  neighborhood  services  came 
and  went        and  still  come  and  go        in  their  cars  BECAUSE  THERE 
IS  NO  HOSPITABLE  WALKING  CONTEXT  FOR  THEM  TO  GET  THEIR  LAUNDRY 
DONE,   GO  TO  RESTAURANTS  AMD  COFFEE  SHOPS,    BUY  GROCERIES  AND  OTHER 
GOODS. 

And  THIS  PARTICULAR  AREA  --  when  the  economy  is  not  in  the  tank 
and  the  office  buildings  are  occupied        has  the  worst  traffic 
jams  in  the  city.     This  project        along  with  virtually  all  of  the 
other  housing  projects        is  providing  1:1  parking  in  an  area 
where  the  streets  literally  cannot  absorb  the  traffic. 

I  know  that  there  are  one  or  two  persons  in  the  Department  who 
went  through  the  Downtown  Plan  SIR  and  Downtown  Plan  process . 
That  Plan  was  very  explicit        that  the  growth  downtown,   i.e.  in 
this  area,   could  only  be  accommodated  with  huge  shifts  to  transit. 
Thus  the  greatly  reduced  parking  requirements  for  housing.     It  is 
not  enough  to  provide  parking  spaces  if  the  streets  cannot  handle 
the  traffic. 
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If  chls  project,  like  many  others/  wants  to  land  bank,  its  approval 
--  the  pattern  ia  that  the  developer  comes  back  in  3  yeara  and 
eaya  that  the  economy  haan'c  turned  around  sufficiently  and  can  he 
please  have  another  extension  on  his  CU       he  should  be  told  "NO," 
This  environmental  analyeia  is  being  done  BEFORE  Master  Plan  and 
code  revisions.     The  developer  may  be  attempting  to  get  hia 
approval  before  the  City  develops  new  conditions  which  are  imposed 
on  projects  such  aa  this. 

THERE  MUST  BE  A  CLEAR  STATEMENT  IN  THE,  ANALYSIS  THAT  IT  DOES  NOT 
TAKE  INTO  ACCOUNT  --  BECAUSE  IT  CANNOT         ANALYSES  AND  CONDITIONS 
THAT  HAVE  NOT  YET  BEEN  DEVELOPED  TO  ACCOUNT  FOR  SUBSTANTIAL 
AMOUNTS  OP  MARKET  RATE  HOUSING  IN  THIS  AREA. 

Going  through  the  "traffic  section"  page  by  page 

Page  94  -  this  win^y  graphic  is  che  ONLY  attempt  to  show  the  area. 
Put  on  thie  -  or  another  map  -  all  of  the  housing  projects 
proposed  in  this  area,  and  other  projects   (commercial)  undergoing 
review.     Also,   traffic  lanes  and  directions  should  be  shown,  ALONG 
WITH  THE  DEAD  END  STREETS  AND  THE  NO  TIJRN  PROHIBITIONS. 

There  needs  to  be  something  that  shows  the  reality  of  this  area 
which  is  rife  with  fast  moving  traffic  {when  it  is  not  grldlocked) 
on  arteriale.     It  would  also  be  nice  to  show  the  Bay  Bridge 
approach  since  that  is  a  key  part  of  the  context. 

Page  96  -  tables  like  this  bury  information.     People  DON'T 
UNDERSTAND  THEM.     Translate  this  into  a  graphic  MAP,  with  those 
variable  width  arrows,  and  it  will  be  understandable.     And  help 
drive  policy  decisions'. 

Pages  97-98  -  existing  traffic  levels  are  BEFORE  the  major 
overhauls  of  this  area  tied  to  Transbay/CalTrain  plan 
implementation. 

Thla  area  is  planned  to  be  Che  single  most  important  transit  hub 
in  SF,     You  would  never  figure  that  out  by  reading  this  dry 
prose . 

Page  100  and  page  113  -  pedestrians 

Mission  and  Beale  has  a  peculiar  pedestrian  configuration  because 
of  the  bridge  over  Beale  which  was  installed  because  of  the  volume 
of  high-speed  traffic  coming  down  Beale  onto  the  on- ramp  for  the 
Embaroadero  Freeway.     The  sidewalk  narrows  and  is  inhospitable 
around  that  ramp.     Because  the  buildings  on  this  site  have  been 
mostly  vacant  for  some  time,   the  pedestrian  constraints  are 
temporarily  reduced.     This  waa  not  the  case  when  those  buildings 
were  active.     The  pedestrian  bridge  ie  contrary  to  all  of  the 
City'B  Urban  Deeign  polieieo  and  waa  only  permitted  becauae  there 
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literally  was  an  accident  count  associated  with  people  trying  to 
oroes  Beale  to  301  Mission. 

There  is  NO  NSBD  FOR  THAT  BRIDGE  ANY  LONGER.     It  Is  ugly,  blocks 
the  sky,  constrains  the  sidewalk  and  will  be  in  the  way  when 
thousands  of  more  pedeetrl&na  start  flowing  through  the  area. 

on  page  113,   in  order  to  understand  how  CUMULATlVg  PBDE3TRIAN 
DEMT^ND  on  this  key  block        next  to  the  new  transit  terroinal  which 
will  attract  thousands  of  new  pedeetriaiis  TO  THIS  BLOCK,  a  graphic 
showing  anticipated  pedestrian  movement  associated  with  thoae 
plans        and  all  that  new  housing  in  the  area,   should  be  added. 

The  DBIR  talks  about  a  "solution"  of  eliminating  an  existing  mid- 
block  cro6swal}c  because  it  will  interfere  with  the  cajrs  moving 
to/from  this  project.    Blocks  South  of  Market  are  much  larger  than 
blocks  north  of  Market.     Pedestrians  --  particularly  thoae  rushing 
to  get  transit  at  the  end  or  beginning  of  the  work  day  will 
jaywalk  if  croaswalks  are  eliminated.     You  cannot  repeal  human 
nature,  although  sometimes  the  City  seeks  to  do  so  by  installing 
physical  barriers. 

Again,  the  need  is  for  CUMULATIVE  INFORMATION  grounded  in  ALL  of 
the  plans  for  this  area  which  are  being  analyzed.  They  are  just 
as  reasonably  foreseeable  aa  301  Mission  and  must  be  included  in 
the  analysis. 

By  the  way,  why  shouldn't  THIS  PROJECT  adjust  its  siting  and 
oirculation  so  that  it  makes  the  MINIMUM  disruption  to  pedestrians 
and  transit,  rather  than  the  other  way  round.     One  would  think 
that  CEQA  would  require  THAT  alternative  to  be  analyzed. 

Lack  of  graphic  ahowino  ciroulation  ON  THia  SITE 

The  graphic  at  page  29  showing  the  ground  level  of  this  project  is 
grossly  insufficient  for  showing  how  circulation  will  work  ON  THIS 
BLOCK  and  in  the  context  of  adjacent  blocks.     There  needs  to  be 
substantial  graphic  showing  movement  of  cars  to/ from  garage, 
to/from  hotel  and  other  drop-off  areas,  sidewalk  circulation 
throughout  th©  block  TiND  tieing  it  into  the  adjacent  transit 
facilities.      THIS  IS  THE  TRANSBAY  TERMINAL. 

Graphically  show  bus,  train,  pedestrian,  car  circulation  patterns 
both  as  they  exist  and  as  they  are  planned  both  with  the  proposed 
project  and  other  projects.     SHOW  THIS  WITH  NUMERICAL  VOLUMES. 

It  Is  true  that  San  Praneieeo  has  a  great  historical  pattezn  -- 
first  approve  all  the  projecte,  THEN  adopt  the  plans  and  impose 
mitigations.     But  that  is  not  an  environmentally  sound  approach, 
particularly  for  the  City's  major  transit  hub. 
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There  is  no  way  the  Commisaiq'n  will  have  the  information  available 
to  make  informed  deciDicne  unless  it  is  provided  in  the  EIR.  That 
Information  ie  not  currently  [in  the  Draft  SIR, 

Alternativea 

There  needs  to  be  an  alternat|ive  in  THIS  EIR,  as  well  as  in  the 
EIRs  for  nearby  large  housing  projects  that  reduces  the  parking  to 
the  Code  requirement  of  lt4  ^or  new  housing. 


Visuals 


■lack  context.  They  appear  to  be  the 
The  View  photos  don't  help  much. 


The  elevations  -  pp.  30-33 
only  buildings  in  the  Clcy, 

Please  show  --  from  both  the  Bay  Bridge  and  from  the  south  freeway 
approach,  how  the  lot  of  the^e  tall  buildings  will  be  seen 
TOGETHER  on  the  horizon.     Wh^le  this  building  appears  co  have  won 
the  Freudian  competition  of  '[mine  is  bigger  than  youra"  that  is 
not  the  basis  for  sound  planning.     Will  these  buildings  transform 
the  skyline  in  a  way  not  coni^emplated  by  the  Urban  Design  Plan  and 
the  Downtown  Plan?       Please  ;^rovlde  graphics  and  analysis. 

Upper  Tnrome  Hnnfllna 

2c  19  difficult  to  understant^  from  the  EIRs  available,   the  income 
levels  to  be  served  by  the  l<pt  of  these  housing  projects.  lo 
there  to  be  on-alte  incluaionary  housing,   or  will  the  lower  income 
housing  be  exported  to  another  area?     Is  the  City  creating  housing 
segregated  by  income        and  (pfcen  by  race? 


RCfltect fully  submitted, 


>£u«  C.  Hestor 


imap://consulttumstone.com-djain@10. 1 .254. 1 : 143/tetch%3EUID... 


Subject:  301  mission 

From:  "Carol  Roos"  <Carol.Roos@sfgov.org> 
Date:  Fri,  4  Apr  2003  11 :46: 1 8  -0800 

To:  nclark@consulttumstone.com,  djain@consulttumstone.com 
CC:  tcv@cpdb.com,  MFarrar@MillenniumPtrs.com 

  Forwarded  by  Carol  Roos/CTYPLN/SFGOV  on  04/04/03  11:44  AM   

Christopher  Jaksa 

<jaksamd@sbcgloba  To:  carol . roosQsf gov . org 

l.net>  cc: 

Subject:     301  mission 

04/02/03  10:07  PM 


dear  ms .  roos. 


i  am  a  resident  of  the  transbay  neighborhood  and  i  would  like  to  share  a 
general  thought  that  can  be  specifically  applied  to  the  building  proposed 
for  301  mission.     in  considering  the  many  high-rise  buildings  that  may 
someday  abound  in  this  area,   i  would  argue  that  each  ought  to  have  some 
robust  public  accessibility.     the  building  at  mission  and  second  with  the 
light  garden  [just  completed]   at  least  has  a  public  atrium.     i  enjoy  its 
access,     why  not  do  that  on  floor  50  of  a  high  rise?     create  a  space  open 
to  the  public  that  has  a  dazzling  view.     and  have  all  the  buildings  in  this 
area  do  the  same.     one  might  have  a  cafe  or  green  space  or  community  art 
gallery  or  whatever  augmenting  slich  space.     but  have  the  space  be  public, 
one  of  the  things  i  dislike  about  the  beautiful  buildings  in  the  downtown 
is  their  fortress-like  nature,    'they  are  not  accessi!  ble .     i  understand 
they  are  office  buildings  and  private.     but  seems  to  me  that  one  high  floor 
on  each  of  these  buildings  ought  to  have  some  sort  of  regulated  public 
domain-  thereby  allowing  the  buildings  to  become  part  of  san  francisco's 
public  life. 


please  consider  this  letter  a  written  public  comment  re;  301  mission  and 
share  with  your  colleagues. 

sincerely, 

Christopher  j.  jaksa 
346  1st  St  loft  306 


sf ,  ca 


94105 


AC  Transit 

Alameda-Contra  Costa  Transit  District 

1600  Franklin  Street,  Oakland.  California  94612 

Kathleen  Kelly 

Deputy  General  Manager 
Service  Development 


April  3,  2003 
Paul  Maltzer 

Environmental  Review  Officer 
1660  Mission  St.,  Suite  500 
San  Francisco,  Ca.  94103 

Re:  Environmental  Impact  Report  (EIR)  on  301  Mission  St. 

Dear  Mr.  Maltzer: 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  EIR  for  301  Mission  Street.  As  you  know,  the 
project  site  is  adjacent  to  the  existing  and  planned  Transbay  Terminal.  AC  Transit  supports  well- 
planned  development  located  in  the  proposed  Transbay  Terminal  Redevelopment  Area.  We 
consider  it  a  preferred  location  for  development. 

We  have  identified  three  issues  in  the  EIR  that  require  further  discussion: 
Concourse-Terrace  Connection 

The  plans  for  a  new  Transbay  Terminal  call  Tor  a  second  level  retail  and  circulation  concourse, 
approximately  twenty  (20)  feet  above  ground  level.  The  301  Mission  Street  plan  calls  for  a 
second  level  terrace  adjacent  to  the  Transbay  Terminal  building.  We  believe  that  both  projects 
would  benefit  if  there  were  a  common  connection  between  the  301  Mission  terrace  and  the 
Transbay  Terminal  concourse.  Such  a  connection  would  increase  pedestrian  traffic  in  the  301 
Mission  project  and  would  likely  create  additional  retail  opportunities.  The  connection  would 
also  enliven  the  Terminal  concourse  and  improve  its  connections  to  the  street.  We  recommend 
the  project  sponsors  work  with  the  Transbay  Joint  Powers  Authority  technical  staff  to  identify  a 
common  elevation  and  passage. 

Rail  Connection 

The  construction  of  301  Mission  should  allow  the  construction  of  the  Transbay  Terminal  Joint 
Powers  Authority's  preferred  alternative  for  a  rail  station.  This  is  the  Second  to  Main  Street 
Caltrain  Alternative,  designated  Alternative  E-1  in  the  EIR.  As  the  EIR  notes,  construction  of 


PLAM!^1NG  DEPT 


Phone  Y  (510)891-4716 
fax  Y  (510)891-4874 
e-mail  Y  kkelly@actransit.org 


this  alternative  would  require  "about  five  feet  along  the  southerly  border  of  the  project  site  . . . 
below  grade."  Because  the  extension  of  Caltrain  to  Downtown  San  Francisco  is  an  integral  part 
of  the  Transbay  Terminal  plan,  AC  Transit  supports  setting  aside  this  space  for  trains. 

Bus  Operations  and  Impacts 

AC  Transit  access  to  the  existing  and  the  planned  new  terminal  will  continue  to  be  via  dedicated 
ramps,  as  plans  for  those  projects  indicate.  Accordingly,  we  have  no  concerns  about  traffic. 
However,  because  of  this  dedicated  access,  AC  Transit  and  other  carriers  will  be  loading  and 
operating  clean  diesel  buses  on  open-air  platforms  forty  and  sixty  feet  above  street  level  on  a  24 
hour  a  day  basis.  If  this  operation,  which  current  exists  and  is  projected  to  increase,  would  cause 
any  air  quality  or  noise  impacts  at  301  Mission  Street,  the  project  sponsor  should  identify  these 
impacts  resulting  from  the  adopted  and  approved  regional  transportation  center.  Long-range 
plans  for  bus  operations  at  Transbay  Terminal  are  outlined  in  the  Transbay  Terminal  EIR. 

"  Summary 

As  a  general  policy,  AC  Transit  believes  developing  residences,  offices,  and  hotels  immediately 
adjacent  to  a  major  regional  transit  hub  will  reduce  the  amount  of  automobile  trips  that  such  a 
project  would  otherwise  have  generated.  Assuming  the  project  sponsors  address  the  concerns  we 
have  identified,  the  project  would  appear  to  support  regional  congestion  and  urban  design  goals. 
-_AC_TransitIo.oJcs.  forward  to_continuing  to  work  with  the  city  of  San  Francisco  to  implement 
transit-oriented  development.  Please  contact  Anthony  Bruzzone  at  510-891-7175  if  you  have  any 
questions  about  these  comments. 


Yours  Sincerely, 

Kathleen  Kelly 

Deputy  General  Manager 

Service  Development 

Cc:  AC  Transit  Board  Members 

Jim  Gleich,  AC  Transit,  Deputy  General  Manager 
Tina  Konvalinka,  AC  Transit,  Long  Range  Planning  Manager 
Anthony  Bruzzone,  AC  Transit,  Special  Projects* 
Nathan  Landau,  AC  Transit,  Senior  Transportation  Planner 
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SERVICE  PLA>fNING  •  SAN  FRANCISCO  MUNICIPAL  RAILWAY 


1 145  Market  St,  Ste  402.  •  San  Francisco,  CA  94103  •  (415)  934-3999«  Fax:  (415)  934  -5747 


MEMORANDUM 


Through 
From: 
Subject: 
Date: 


To: 


Carol  Roos,  Major  Environmental  Assessment 
Peter  Straus,  Mgr.  of  Service  Plaimim  ^ 
James  D.  Lowe,  Transit  Plannej>J  •>J^f^ 
301  Mission  Street;  2001.0792  N-A 
13  March '03  (  / 


In  addition  to  our  previous  comments,  the  SF  Municipal  Railway  Service  Planning  staff 
have  the  following  comments  regarding  the  proposed  56-story  building  development  at 
301  Mission  between  Beale  and  Fremont  streets. 

Comments: 

1)  .      Muni  has  proposed  that  the  1 -California  and  41 -Union  lines  be  extended  to  the 
new  Transbay  Terminal  as  has  been  discussed  at  area  planning  meetings.  These  lines 
would  be  extended  via  Beale  to  the  new  terminal  entrance  on  Beale  mid-block  Mission 
and  Howard  streets. 

2)  .       Muni  is  seeking  to  establish  a  passenger  drop  stop  for  these  lines  on  the  southwest 
comer  of  Beale  at  Mission,  if  that  is  feasible.  Currently,  at  that  comer,  there  is  a 
pedestrian  bridge  and  just  south,  the  proposed  entrance/exit  into  the  freight  delivery  area/ 
porte  cochere  for  the  project.  If  the  bridge  is  removed,  Muni  would  want  to  use  the  curb 
space  for  the  drop  stop. 

3)  .       The  proposed  route  for  other  buses  traveling  from  Market  Street  will  be  via 
Market,  First,  Mission  onto  Beale.-  The  two-way  driveway  on  Beale  into  the  porte 
cochere  for  301  Mission  has  raised  some  concem.  If  this  driveway  is  also  used  as  an  exit 
onto  Beale  it  will  conflict  with  the  high  volume  of  coaches  maneuvering  to  enter  the  new 
terminal.  We  are  therefore  requesting  that  the  driveway  be  used  one-way  only  and  in  the 
westbound  direction  only  from  Beale  to  Fremont.  In  addition,  the  high  volume  of  buses 
anticipated  on  Beale  should  be  reflected  in  the  Transportation  Stujiy  and  in  the  EIR.  In 
particular,  no  queuing  of  tmcks  or  other  vehicles  on  Beale  Street  will  be  acceptable.  The 
existing  sidewalk  bulb  out  should  remain  to  create  a  right-hand  turn  pocket  for  vehicles 
entering  301  Mission. 

4)  .      The  future  routing  of  buses  from  Market  Street  described  above  will  dramatically 
increase  the  volume  of  buses  using  Mission  Street  between  First  and  Beale,  esp.  in  the 
PM  peak.  An  exclusive  bus  lane  -  more  effective  than  the  present  curb  lane  will 
probably  be  sought.  This  may  have  major  impacts  on  traffic  and  intersection  LOS  in  the 
immediate  vicinity  of  the  Transbay  Terminal.  The  high  volumes  of  buses  on  both 


4)  .       Mission  and  Beale  streets  (two  sides  of  the  project)  should  be  acknowledged  in 
the  planning  documents. 

5)  .       Lines  1,  5,  6,  14  and  41  are  trolley  coach  lines  operating  on  600  volt  DC  overhead 
wires.  These  wires  may  need  to  be  anchored  to  lag  bolts  attached  to  the  new  building 
frame  (as  allowed  by  City  code).  These  anchor  points  need  to  be  accommodated  in  the 
design  of  the  new  building. 

Prior  to  beginning  work,  please  contact  our  Street  Operations  and  Special  Events  Office 
at  554-9286  to  coordinate  construction  activities  and  mitigate  transit  delays,  esp.  any  that 
might  impact  the  operations  of  buses  on  Mission  or  Beale  streets.  Any  work  involving 
the  overhead  lines  during  the  demolition  phase  will  also  need  to  be  coordinated  with 
Muni. 


Cc:     J.  Cisneros,  DGM 

J.  Garay,  Street  Operations 
D.  Watry,-Capital  Planning 
J.  Katz,  Transit  Planner 
P.  Straus,  Mgr.  Service  Planning 
JDL,  SP  Chron 
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■  1     ■  THURSDAY,  MARCH  20,  2003;  6:55  P.M. 
2 

3  PROCEEDINGS 
4 

5  SECRETARY  AVERY:  The  planning  Commission  is 

6  back  in  session. 

7  Commissioners,  we're  now  on  Item  No.  17, 

8  Case  No.  2001.0792E,  for  301  Mission  Street.  This 

9  is  a  public  hearing  on  the  draft  environmental 

10  impact  report. 

11  MS.  ROOS:  Good  evening.  President  Bradford  Bell 

12  and  Commissioners.  I'm  Carol  Roos  of  plarming 

1 3  department  staff 

1 4  The  item  before  you  is  the  draft  EIR  for 

15  Case  No.  2001.0792E,  301  Mission  Street. 

1 6  You  should  have  received  a  copy  of  this 

1 7  draft  EIR  in  February. 

1 8  Today's  item  is  the  public  hearing  to 

19  receive  comments  on  the  draft  EIR  from  interested 

20  parties,  including  agencies,  the  public,  and 

2 1  yourselves.  Please  note  that  this  hearing  is  not  a 

22  hearing  to  approve  or  disapprove  the  301  Mission 

23  Street  project.  This  is  a  hearing  to  receive 

24  comment  on  the  adequacy  and  accuracy  of  the  DEIR, 

25  which  is  an  information  document  for  the  decision 
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1  makers. 

2  Written  comments  on  this  DEIR  should  be 

3  submitted  to  Paul  Maltzer,  Environmental  Review 

4  Officer,  at  the  plaiming  department's  main  address, 

5  1660  Mission  Street,  Suite  500,  as  noted  on  the  DEIR 

6  cover.  Comments  will  be  accepted  until  5:00  p.m. 

7  April  3,  2003. 

8  I  would  just  like  to  remind  everyone  that 

9  we  are  not  here  to  provide  answers  today.  We  are 

10  here  to  receive  testimony.  Responses  to  all 

1 1  substantive  comments  will  be  provided  in  a  separate 

12  summary  of  comments  and  responses  document  which  you 

13  will  receive  prior  to  EIR  certification. 

14  Also,  a  court  reporter  is  here  for  this 

1 5  item.  If  you  are  speaking,  please  state  your  name 

16  clearly  for  the  record  and  indicate  if  you  would 

17  like  to  receive  the  summary  of  comments  and 

18  responses. 

19  Of  course,  the  commission  will 

20  automatically  get  that. 

21  That  concludes  my  presentation.  If  there 

22  are  no  questions,  I  would  suggest  that  the  public 

23  hearing  on  this  draft  EIR  be  opened. 

24  COMMISSIONER  BRADFORD  BELL:  Thank  you.  And 

25  it  is. 
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1        I  have  three  speaker  cards.  The  first  one 

2  is  Norman  Rolfe. 

3  Three  minutes. 

4  MR.  ROLFE:  Only  three  minutes  for  a 

5  multi-zilHon-dolIar  project... 

6  Well,  as  noted,  my  name  is  Norman  Rolfe. 

7  The  last  name  is  spelled  R-o-l-f-e.  I  am  on  the 

8  Transbay  Citizens  Advisory  Committee,  and  I'm  also 

9  the  transportation  chair  for  San  Francisco  Tomorrow 

10  and  it  is  in  that  capacity  that  I  speak.  I  am 

1 1  working  on  comments  on  this.  They  are  still  in 

12  draft  form,  but  I  can  hit  a  few  highlights  right 

13  now. 

14  First  thing  is  to  draw  attention  of  all 

15  parties  concerned  to  San  Francisco  Proposition  H, 

16  November  1999,  pertinent  excerpts. 

1 7  Section  two: 

1 8  "As  part  of  the  extension  of  Cal  Train 

19  downtown  a  new  or  rebuilt  terminal  shall 

20  be  constructed  on  the  site  of  the 

2 1  present  Transbay  Terminal  ~" 

22  (Reporter  interrupts.) 

23  MR.  ROLFE:  I  got  to  get  this  in  three  minutes. 

24  (Discussion  off  the  record.) 

25  COMMISSIONER  BRADFORD  BELL:  Go  ahead. 
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1  MR.  ROLFE:  As  I  started  out  to  say,  I  am  on  the 

2  Transbay  Citizens  Advisory  Committee  and  I  am 

3  transportation  chair  of  San  Francisco  Tomorrow.  It 

4  is  in  that  position  that  I  give  you  these  comments. 

5  First  thing  is  to  draw  attention  to 

6  Proposition  H,  of  November  1999.  And  in  it  it 

7  states  that  the  people  of  San  Francisco  say  that 

8  there  shall  be  an  extension  of  Cal  Train  downtown  to 

9  a  new  or  rebuilt  terminal.  And  it  says  the  mayor 

10  and  board  of  supervisors  and  all  relevant  city 

1 1  officers  and  agencies  are  hereby  forbidden  from 

12  taking  any  actions  that  would  conflict  with  the 

13  extension  of  Cal  Train  to  dovratown  San  Francisco, 

14  including  but  not  limited  to  pursuing  any  other  uses 

15  that  conflict  with  section  two  or  undertaking  any 

16  other  land  use  or  development  efforts  that  would 

17  conflict  with  the  intent  of  this  legislation. 

18  It  so  happens  that  there  are  two 

19  alternatives  being  considered  right  how  for  the 

20  extension  of  Cal  Train  downtown  and  the  rebuilding 

21  the  Transbay  Terminal.  This  project,  as  now 

22  proposed,  conflicts  with  one  of  them  and  may 

23  conflict  with  the  other  one,  too.  So,  it  probably 

24  could  not  be  approved  on  the  basis  of  what  it  has 

25  now. 
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1  Now,  in  that  thing  they  have  a  big  tower  on 

2  the  northwest  comer  of  their  plot.  If  they  move 

3  that  ~  if  they  rearrange,  flip  things  around,  put 

4  that  tower  on  the  southeast  comer  of  the  lot,  it 

5  will  not  conflict  with  this  extension  or  the 

6  terminal  rebuilding. 

7  When  you  read  the  EIR  and  the  letters 

8  referred  to  in  the  footnotes,  it  says  they 

9  considered  something  like  that  and  rejected  it.  The 

10  reason  they  gave  for  rejecting  it  is  because  it 

1 1  would  require  exceptions  to  the  height  limit  and 

12  floor  area  ratio  limits  for  that  plot  of  land. 

13  Well,  it  just  so  happens  that  the  project 

14  they  propose  requires  exceptions  to  the  height 

15  limit,  the  floor  area  ratio,  and  a  few  other 

16  exceptions. 

17  So  the  reason  they  gave  for  rejecting  it  is 

18  not  valid.  They  should  be  required  to  go  back  to 

19  the  drawing  board  and  produce  an  e'nvironmental 

20  analysis  of  an  alternative  that  does  not  conflict 

2 1  with  the  thing  which  has  the  tower  over  kitty-comer 

22  from  this  thing  and  the  yard.  And  ~  let's  see  ~ 

23  skip  over  here. 

24  Then  there's  the  housing  demand.  And  the 

25  way  they  arrive  at  the  housing  demand  is  highly 
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1  questionable.  They  took  the  new  jobs  this  thing's 

2  going  to  have  and  the  jobs  already  existing  thing, 

3  they  subtracted,  and  jeez,  only  35.  Now  wait  a 

4  minute.  The  people  that  get  kicked  out  of  these 

5  buildings  are  just  going  to  relocate  to  other 

6  buildings  in  the  financial  district.  So  the  total 

7  housing  impact  is  probably  the  605  new  jobs  that 

8  they  predict  here. 

9  Then  they  have  a  hotel  called  an  extended 

10  the  day  hotel  that  would  have  cooking  facilities  in 

1 1  each  unit  and  anticipated  stays  of  weeks  rather  than 

12  days.  Wait  a  minute  now.  Is  that  a  transit  use? 

13  Or  is  that  a  residential  use?  Those  are  residential 

14  units,  and  that  bumps  up  their  requirement  to 

1 5  provide  affordable  housing. 

1 6  And  it  goes  on  and  on. 

17  So,  I  see  I'm  about  to  run  out  of  time. 

1 8  But  you  can  see  this  is  really  a  faulty 

1 9  environmental  impact  report.  It's  bdsed  on  some 

20  assumptions  which  are  not  correct.  And  the  whole 

21  thing  makes  you  rather  suspicious  of  just  what  their 

22  motives  are. 

23  COMMISSIONER  BRADFORD  BELL:  Thank  you. 

24  MR.  ROLFE:  And  so -- 

25  COMMISSIONER  BRADFORD  BELL:  Thank  you  very 
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1  much. 

2  MR.  ROLFE:  —  I  will  recommend  rejection  of  it. 

3  COMMISSIONER  BRADFORD  BELL:  Thank  you. 

4  Ian  Lewis. 

5  MR.  LEWIS:  Good  evening.  Ian  Lewis,  Hotel 

6  Employees  and  Restaurant  Employees  Local  2.  We 

7  represent  about  9,000  workers  in  San  Francisco's 

8  hospitality  industry. 

9  We'll  be  submitted  detailed  written 

10  comment. 

1 1  I'd  just  like  to  outline  some  points 

12  tonight,  the  first  of  which  pertains  to  Section  303 

13  of  the  code.  We  are  concerned  that  the  draft  before 

14  us  does  not  adequately  address  that  section  of  the 

15  codes.  Section  303  calls  for  the  review  of  any 

16  project  that  includes  a  hotel  dimension  in  several 

17  regards,  including  the  part-time  vs.  full-time 

1 8  nature  of  employment,  the  demand  of  those  employees 

19  for  social  services  in  San  Francisco' 

20  transportation,  and  the  like. 

21  In  particular,  we're  asking  for 

22  clarification  on  the  nature  of  employment  at  this 

23  project.  To  whatever  extent  the  jobs  created  here 

24  might  be  low  wage,  low  benefit  jobs,  the  burden  of 

25  social  services  is  going  to  fall  squarely  on  the 
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1  city.  And  we  would  ask  that  this  question  be 

2  reviewed  in  detail  and  possible  mitigations  explored 

3  to  whatever  extent  that  is  the  case. 

4  We're  going  to  comment  on  another  ~  a 

5  number  of  other  issues  pursuant  to  Section  303. 

6  Today,  we're  simply  asking  that  the  EER  adhere 

7  closely  to  the  standard  of  findings  laid  out  in  that 

8  section. 

9  We  also  have  a  number  of  concerns  beyond 

10  Section  303.  Many  of  our  members  travel  to  and 

1 1  through  this  neighborhood  each  day.  So,  these  are 

12  of  some  concern  to  us.  And,  in  particular,  we 

13  believe  that  this  project  does  need  to  be  considered 

14  closely  in  the  context  of  the  Transbay  Terminal 

15  development  and  the  Cal  Train  extension. 

1 6  I  would  like  to  recognize  the  work  that  the 

17  staff  has  done  exploring  how  various  options  of  the 

1 8  Cal  Train  extension  might  be  accommodated  in  the 

19  engineering  of  this  project.  But  we' feel  that  the 

20  environmental  impact  of  this  project  needs  much 

21  closer  review  in  that  context. 

22  The  draft  EIR  for  the  Transbay  Terminal 

23  contemplates  eliminating  nearly  2,000  parking  spaces 

24  in  this  neighborhood  and  may  include  the  coming  and 

25  going  of  as  many  as  30,000  new  passenger  trips  that 
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1  are  Cal  Train-related.  These  are  trips  that  don't 

2  exist  in  this  neighborhood  today.  I  understand  that 

3  that  review  process  is  in  its  final  weeks,  or  at 

4  most  months,  of  review  and  we  would  submit  that  with 

5  a  small  degree  of  coordination,  albeit  with  a  slight 

6  lengthening  of  this  review ,  we'd  avoid  serious 

7  planning  conflicts. 

8  Thank  you. 

9  COMMISSIONER  BRADFORD  BELL:  Thank  you. 

10  John  Carney  (phonetic). 

1 1  MR.  CARNEY:  My  name  is  John  Carney. 

1 2  I'd  like  to  have  an  829  --  I'd  like  to  have 

13  a  copy  of  the  proceedings  sent  to  me. 

14  Very  simple.  I  was  just  shocked  to  see 

15  this  when  it  showed  up  on  the  planning  ~  I  have  not 

16  looked  at  the  review.  But  this  project  requires 

1 7  seven  variances  of  different  codes  and  other 

18  things.  And  I  think  the  environmental  review  should 

19  be  done  on  a  project  that  has  no  basic  variances 

20  from  seven  different  codes. 

2 1  If  you  look  at  the  list,  there's  seven 

22  different  items  on  this  list.  It's  just 

23  unbelievable  that  anybody  would  even  propose  a 

24  building  that  would  have  this  many  variances. 

25  Thank  you  very  much. 
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1  Also,  I'd  just  say  one  other  thing. 

2  I  used  to  work  across  the  street  from  this 

3  building.  And  the  building  I  worked  in  was  a 

4  23 -story  building  and  the  building  next  door,  which 

5  was  built  later,  was  34.  And  now  we're  talking 

6  about  a  58-story  building.  I  think  it's  way  out  of 

7  scale  for  this  neighborhood.  Even  if  the  planning 

8  code  allows  it. 

9  Thank  you. 

10  COMMISSIONER  BRADFORD  BELL:  Thank  you. 

1 1  Sue  Hester  (phonetic). 

12  MS.  HESTER:  Sue  Hester. 

13  This  is  probably  about  my  30th  high-rise 

14  comment. 

15  On  page  29,  if  you  look  at  the  graphic, 

16  there  is  a  pedestrian  bridge  at  the  top  of  the  —  of 

1 7  the  light.  That  pedestrian  bridge  was  put  in  there 

18  because  of  the  construction  of  201  Mission.  And  it 

1 9  was  put  in  because  there  was  a  freeway  ramp  there, 

20  and  there  was  an  accident  count  with  the 

2 1  potential  —  potential  fatality  count  associated 

22  with  that  intersection,  which  is  why  there  is  a 

23  pedestrian  bridge,  which  is  absolutely  out  of 

24  character  with  the  city.  It  is  not  needed  anymore. 

25  And  part  of  this  project  should  include  removal  of 
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1  that  pedestrian  bridge. 

2  I  commented  on  that  initially  when  they 

3  started  the  environmental  review  process. 

4  On  page  51,  you  have  a  map  of  what  is 

5  considered  to  be  the  project  vicinity.  And  here  ~ 

6  and  also  on  page  62.  The  project  vicinity  should  go 

7  all  the  way  dawn  to  the  bridge,  because  that  is  the 

8  real  ~  the  real  vicinity.  And  that  is  where  all  of 

9  the  new  construction  is  happening.  You  chop  off 

10  some  of  the  stuff  that's  happening  down  there  in 

1 1  mega  housing  projects. 

12  What  you  are  missing  here  is  any  analysis 

13  of  how  much  new  really  high-end  housing  is  being 

14  developed  in  a  very  small  area.  It  needs  to  be 

15  charted.  It  needs  to  be  on  here.  And  it's  going  to 

16  be  a  lot  of  pedestrians  in  the  area.  And  also 

1 7  there's  no  analysis  in  here  of  cumulatively  what 

18  income  levels  we're  make  ~  we  are  making  all  of 

19  this  housing  for,  versus  the  housing'needs  that  are 

20  defined  in  the  housing  element. 

21  If  we  continue  to  use  every  parcel  that 

22  comes  on  line  for  two  to  300  percent  of  median,  and 

23  we  use  up  all  of  the  land  in  downtown,  transbay,  all 

24  the  industrial  areas,  where  is  the  available  supply 

25  of  housing  for  the  95  percent  demand  in  the  housing 
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1  element?  That  is  not  discussed  anywhere.  It's  not 

2  discussed  in  staff  reports  on  projects.  It's  not 

3  discussed  in  EIRs. 

4  Let's  discuss  it  in  this  EIR. 

5  On  page  53  when  you  look  at  the  heights  of 

6  the  buildings  in  there,  it's  very  Freudian.  The 

7  tallest  building  is  around  is  600  feet.  So,  how 

8  tall  is  this  one?  605  feet.  I  mean,  I  think 

9  there's  something  going  on  here. 

10  We  do  not  have  anything  that  shows  a 

1 1  cumulative  physical  context  of  all  of  these  projects 

12  that  are  coming  through,  what  are  they  going  to  look 

13  like  on  the  skyline,  what  are  they  going  to  look 

14  like  as  you  come  across  the  bridge,  what  are  they 

15  going  to  look  like  when  you're  coming  up  101  from 

16  the  south?  How  is  it  going  to  be  seen  from  the 

1 7  places  that  you  see  views  of  downtown? 

18  On  page  62,  when  you  add  in  all  of  the 

19  buildings  that  are  in  the  south  of  Folsom  Street 

20  area  that  I  was  just  talking  about,  you  will  see 

2 1  that  there's  a  pedestrian  context  that  is  not 

22  discussed  at  all.  There  is  no  cumulative  pedestrian 

23  context  discussed.  We  have  the  most  mangy 

24  pedestrian  analysis  in  this  of  anything. 

25  And  I  agree  with  Norman  Rolfe.  I  sued  201 
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1  Spear  in  part  because  of  the  Cal  Train  extension. 

2  And  the  reason  why  there's  five  minutes  in 

3  the  ~  your  rules  for  this  ~ 

4  COMMISSIONER  BRADFORD  BELL:  Thank  you. 

5  MS.  HESTER:  -  is  that  this  is  important 

6  stuff. 

7  COMMISSIONER  BRADFORD  BELL:  Thank  you. 

8  MS.  HESTER:  You're  not  going  to  hear 

9  environmental  issues  ~ 

10  COMMISSIONER  BRADFORD  BELL:  Thank  you. 

11  MS.  HESTER:  -- ever  again  on  this. 

12  COMMISSIONER  BRADFORD  BELL:  Thank  you. 

13  MS.  HESTER:  Thank  you. 

14  COMMISSIONER  BRADFORD  BELL:  And  anything  that 

1 5  didn't  get  said,  we  can  make  sure  we  do  get  in 

16  writing. 

17  Because  that's  until  April  3;  is  that 

18  correct? 

19  SECRETARY  AVERY:  (Nods  Head.) 

20  COMMISSIONER  BRADFORD  BELL:  Is  there  any 

2 1  additional  public  comment? 

22  (No  response.) 

23  COMMISSIONER  BRADFORD  BELL:  Okay.  I  will  close 

24  this,  part  of  the  public  comment. 

25  Close  public  comment,  right? 
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1  SECRETARY  AVERY:  Yes. 

2  COMMISSIONER  BRADFORD  BELL:  Okay.  Any 

3  commissioner  comments  on  the  plan? 

4  Commissioner  Antonini? 

5  COMMISSIONER  ANTONINI:  Well,  I  would  certainly 

6  hope  that  ~  in  terms  of  the  question  that  was 

7  raised,  there  are  two  alternatives  in  the  present 

8  transbay  connection  from  Cal  Train  to  the  new 

9  Transbay  Terminal.  And  my  understanding  is  that  one 

10  of  them  would  be  compatible  with  this  building,  one 

1 1  would  not. 

1 2  Now,  this  is  a  matter  that  is  detailed,  and 

13  I  can't  really  say  that  for  sure.  But  that's  what 

14  I'm  informed.  And  I  would  just  hope  that  the 

15  project  sponsor  and  the  Cal  Train  are  able  to,  as 

1 6  someone  said,  dovetail  their  efforts  together. 

17  Because  I  think  this  looks  Hke  potentially  a  very 

18  good  project,  and  I  would  hate  to  see  it  not  work 

1 9  because  of  a  problem  that  might  arise  by 

20  coordinating  the  Cal  Train  extension  and  Transbay 

21  Terminal  with  this  project. 

22  COMMISSIONER  BRADFORD  BELL:  Commissioner  Bill 

23  Lee. 

24  COMMISSIONER  WM.  LEE:  I  just  have  some  concerns 

25  about  the  parking.  We're  taking  away  1,000  spaces 
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1  in  that  area,  and  we're  only  going  to  provide  400. 

2  And  I  think  that's  going  to  be  a  great  concern  for 

3  me. 

4  COMMISSIONER  BRADFORD  BELL:  Any  other 

5  commission  comments? 

6  (No  response.) 

7  COMMISSIONER  BRADFORD  BELL:  Okay.  Seeing 

8  none.  That's  it. 
9 

10    (The  proceedings  were  concluded  at  7:13  p.m.) 

11 

12 

13 

14 
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22 

23 

24 

25 
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1  STATE  OF  CALIFORNIA  ) 

2  )  ss 

3  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO  ) 

4  I  hereby  certify  that  the  foregoing 

5  proceedings  were  reported  at  the  time  and  place 

6  herein  named;  that  the  transcript  is  a  true  record 

7  of  the  proceedings  as  reported  by  me,  a  duly 

8  certified  shorthand  reporter  and  a  disinterested 

9  person,  and  was  thereafter  transcribed  into 

10  typewriting  by  computer. 

11  I  further  certify  that  I  am  not  interested 

12  in  the  outcome  of  the  said  action,  nor  connected 

13  with,  nor  related  to  any  of  the  parties  in  said 

14  action,  nor  to  their  respective  counsel. 

1 5  IN  WITNESS  WHEREOF,  I  have  hereunto  set  my 

16  hand  this  3 1st  day  of  March,  2003. 
17 

18   . 

19  JAN  E.  WALTON  CSR  #  5638 

20  STATE  OF  CALIFORNIA 
21 

22 
23 
24 
25 
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APPENDIX  A 


NOTICE  OF  PREPARATION/INITIAL  STUDY  EIR  REQUIREMENT 


Final  EIR/ July  3 1,2003 


301  Mission  Street  /  2001. 0792E 


(415)  558-6378 


City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  1660  Mission  Street,  Suite  500   San  Francisco,  CA  94103-2414 


PLANNING  DEPARTMENT 


PLANNING  COMMISSION 
FAX:  558-6409 


ADMINISTRATION     CURRENT  PLANNING /ZONING     LONG  RANGE  PLANNING 
FAX:  558-6426  FAX:  558-6409  FAX:  558-6426 


May  1 1,  2002 


TO: 
FROM: 


Responsible  Agencies,  Trustee  Agencies,  and  Interested  Parties 
Paul  Maltzer,  Environmental  Review  Officer 


RE: 


Notice  of  Preparation  of  a  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report 


The  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  Planning  Department  is  the  Lead  Agency  and  will  prepare  an 
Environmental  Impact  Report  for  the  following  project: 

2001.0792E:  301  Mission  Street  Project  -  The  project  would  demolish  three  existing,  two-  to  six-story 
buildings,  totaling  about  173,650  gross  square  feet  (gsf)  and  build  a  58-story,  605-foot-tall  high-rise  mixed 
use  development  of  approximately  1,068,400  gsf  The  project  would  contain  about  132,600  gsf  of  office 
space,  10,000  gsf  of  retail  and  restaurant  space,  a  6,000-gsf  atrium,  a  136-unit  extended-stay  hotel 
(approximately  198,200  gsf),  271  residential  units  (approximately  514,800  gsf);  about  390  underground 
parking  spaces  (approximately  172,127  gsf,  including  circulation);  and  about  34,673  gsf  of  mechanical 
space.  The  site  is  on  the  south  side  of  Mission  Street  between  Fremont  and  Beale  Streets,  on  Assessor's  Block 
3719,  Lots  1  and  17.  The  proposed  project  configuration  would  be  a  nine-story,  125-foot-tall  office  building 
on  the  east  side  of  the  site  that  would  be  joined  to  a  58-story,  605-foot-tal]  tower  on  the  west  by  a  three-story 
central  atrium.  Access  to  the  atrium  would  be  from  Mission  Street,  with  a  pedestrian  path  to  outdoor  terraces 
on  the  south  side  of  the  site.  Separate  street  access  to  retail  spaces  would  be  along  Mission  and  Fremont 
Streets.  Access  to  the  offices  would  be  from  a  separate  entrance  on  Mission  Street  or  from  the  atrium.  Access 
to  the  residential  and  hotel  uses  would  be  from  shared  entrances  on  Mission  Street  and  a  port-cochere  on  the 
south  side  of  the  project.  There  would  be  three  off-street  loading  docks  at  ground  level  near  the  southeast 
comer  of  the  site.  Access  to  these  would  be  at  Fremont  and  Beale  Streets  and  off  a  new  two-way  drive- 
through  that  would  run  the  length  of  the  site  on  the  south. 

This  Notice  of  Preparation  of  a  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report  (EIR)  and  Notice  that  an  EIR  is 
Determined  to  be  Required  for  the  above-referenced  project  are  being  sent  to  you  because  you  have  expressed 
an  interest  in  the  proposed  project,  or  because  you  have  been  identified  by  the  Planning  Department  as 
potentially  having  an  interest  in  the  project.  Notice  of  publication  of  these  documents  will  be  printed  in  a 
newspaper  of  general  circulation  on  the  date  of  these  notices.  As  stated  in  these  Notices,  the  Planning 
Department  has  determined  that  pursuant  to  the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act  (CEQA)  an  EIR  must 
be  prepared  prior  to  any  final  decision  regarding  the  project. 

We  need  to  know  the  views  of  your  agency  as  to  the  scope  and  content  of  the  environmental  information 
which  is  germane  to  your  agency's  statutory  responsibilities  in  connection  with  the  proposed  project.  Your 
agency  may  need  to  use  the  EIR  when  considering  a  permit  or  other  approval  for  this  project. 

Written  comments  on  the  scope  of  the  EIR  will  be  accepted  until  the  close  of  business  on  June  10,  2002. 
Written  comments  should  be  sent  to:  Paul  Maltzer,  Environmental  Review  Officer,  San  Francisco  Planning 
Department,  1660  Mission  Street,  Ste.  500,  San  Francisco,  CA  94103.  Please  include  the  name  of  a  contact 
person  in  your  agency.  Thank  you. 


PLANNING  DEPARTMENT 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  1660  Mission  Street,  Suite  500  San  Francisco,  CA  94103-2414 

(d-]K)  ccQ  f.'ijQ  PLANNING  COMMISSION  ADMINISTRATION  CURRENT  PLANNING /ZONING  LONG  RANGE  PLANNING 
^      '  FAX:  558-6409  FAX  558-6426  FAX:  558-6409  FAX:  558-6426 


NOTICE  THAT  AN 
ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  REPORT  (EIR) 
IS  DETERMINED  TO  BE  REQUIRED 


Date  of  this  Notice:  May  11,  2002 


Lead  Agency:       Planning  Department,  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 

1660  Mission  Street  -  5th  Floor,  San  Francisco,  CA  94103-2414 

Agency  Contact  Person:  Carol  Roos  Telephone:  (415)  558-5981 


Project  Title:  20Qt-.0792E  -  301  Mission  Street  Project 
Project  Sponsor:  Mission  Street  Development  Partners,  LLC 
Project  Contact  Person:  Mark  Farrar,  (415)  274-9150 


Project  Addresses:  301  Mission  Street,  345  Mission  Street,  124  Beale  Street,  and  129  Fremont  Street. 
Assessor's  Block(s)  and  Lot(s):  3719/land  17 
City  and  County:  San  Francisco 


Project  Description:  The  project  proposes  to  demolish  three  existing  two-  to  six- story  structures,  totaling 
about  1 73,650  gross  square  feet  (gsf)  and  to  build  a  58-story,  605-foot-tall  high-rise  mixed  use  development 
of  approximately  1,068,400  gsf.  The  building  would  contain  about  132,600  gsf  of  office  space,  10,000  gsf 
of  retail  and  restaurant  space,  a  6,000-gsf  atrium,  a  1 36-unit  extended-stay  hotel  (approximately  1 98,200  gsf), 
271  residential  units  (approximately  514,800  gsf);  about  390  underground  parking  spaces  (approximately 
1 72, 127  gsf,  including  vehicle  circulation);  and  about  34,673  gsf  of  mechanical  space.  The  site  is  on  the  south 
side  of  Mission  Street  between  Fremont  and  Beale  Streets,  on  Assessor's  Block  3719,  Lots  1  and  17.  The 
proposed  building  would  include  a  nine-story,  125-foot-tall  office  building  on  the  east  side  of  the  site  that 
would  be  joined  to  a  58-story,  605-foot-tall  tower  on  the  west  by  a  three-story  central  atrium. 


THIS  PROJECT  MAY  HAVE  A  SIGNIFICANT  EFFECT  ON  THE  ENVIRONMENT  AND  AN 
ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  REPORT  IS  REQUIRED.  This  determination  is  based  upon  the  criteria 
of  the  Guidelines  of  the  State  Secretary  for  Resources,  Section  15063  (Initial  Study),  15064  (Determining 
Significant  Effect),  and  15065  (Mandatory  Findings  of  Significance),  and  the  following  reasons,  as 
documented  in  the  Environmental  Evaluation  (Initial  Study)  for  the  project,  which  is  attached. 


Pau>M^ltzer 
Environmental  Re\^w 
Planning  Department 


Mixed  Use  Development,  301  Mission  Street 
INITIAL  STUDY 
2001.0792E 

PROJECT  DESCRIPTION 

The  project  proposes  to  demolish  three  existing  two-  to  six-story  structures,  totaling  about 
173,650  gross  square  feet  (gsf)  and  to  build  a  58-story,  605-foot-tall  high-rise  mixed  use 
development  of  approximately  1,068,400  gsf.  The  building  would  contain  about  132,600  gsf  of 
office  space,  10,000  gsf  of  retail  and  restaurant  space,  a  6,000-gsf  atrium,  a  198,200  gsf,  136-unit 
extended-stay  hotel'  (referred  to  as  "hotel"  herein),  about  163  condominium  and  108  rental 
residential  units  (approximately  514,800  gsf);  about  390  underground  parking  spaces 
(approximately  150,000  gsf),and  about  22,127  gsf  for  vehicle  circulation;  and  about  34,673  gsf 
of  mechanical  space. 

The  site  is  on  the  south  side  of  Mission  Street  between  Fremont  and  Beale  Streets,  on  Assessor's 
Block  3719,  Lots  1  and  17,  as  shovm  in  Figure  1,  Project  Location.  It  comprises  the  northern 
portion  of  the  block  fronting  Fremont,  Mission,  and  Beale  Streets.  The  project  site  is  in  San 
Francisco's  downtovm  core,  which  includes  the  expanded  Financial  District  south  of  Market. 
The  site  is  also  within  the  proposed  Transbay  Redevelopment  Project  Area.  The  project  site  is 
about  four  blocks  west  of  San  Francisco  Bay,  three  blocks  east  of  Verba  Buena  Center 
Redevelopment  Area,  and  one  block  south  of  Market  Street. 

Immediately  west  of  the  project  site,  on  the  south  side  of  Mission  Street  between  First  and 
Fremont  Streets,  is  the  San  Francisco  Transbay  Terminal  Plaza.  Immediately  east  of  the  site 
across  Beale  Street,  occupying  the  entire  Block  3718,  is  the  201  Mission  Street  high-rise  office 
building.  A  six-  to  seven-foot-wide  pedestrian  walkway  is  adjacent  to  the  project  site  on  the 
south;  to  the  south  of  the  walkway  is  part  of  the  Transbay  Terminal  and  bus  ramps. 

The  project  site  is  occupied  by  a  six-story  office  building  over  ground-floor  retail  uses  and  one 
basement  level  at  301  Mission;  a  six-story  office  building  above  one  basement  level  at  124  Beale 
Street;  and  a  two-story  industrial  building  used  for  offices  at  129  Fremont  Street.  The  lot  at  345 
Mission  Street  has  been  vacant  since  the  previous  building,  damaged  in  the  1989  Loma  Prieta 
earthquake,  was  demolished. 

Existing  office  space  on  the  project  site  totals  approximately  140,000  gsf  and  existing  retail 
space  totals  about  20,000  gsf  The  project  would  decrease  office  space  on  the  site  by  about 
7,400  gsf  and  would  decrease  retail  use  on  the  project  site  by  approximately  10,200  gsf  The 
proposed  residential,  hotel  (about  713,000  gsf)  and  parking  uses  (about  390  spaces)  would  be 
new  to  the  project  site.  Total  net  change  in  square  footage  for  the  site  would  be  an  addition  of 


An  extended-stay  hotel  is  a  hotel  use  providing  accommodations  for  an  undefined  period  of  time  and  with 
additional  amenities.  Extended-stay  hotels  have  cooking  facilities  in  each  unit  and  anticipated  stays  of  a  period  of 
weeks  rather  than  days. 
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SOURCE:  Mission  Street  Development  Partners,  Gary  Edward  Handel  +  Associates,  Turnstone  Consulting 
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894,750  gsf.^  If  the  345  Mission  Street  "building  (about  170,150  gsf^)  were  considered,  the  net 
change  would  be  about  724,600  gsf. 

Regarding  zoning,  the  site  is  in  the  C-3-0  (Downtown  Office)  Use  District;  the  western  portion 
is  in  a  550-S  Height  and  Bulk  district  and  the  eastern  portion  is  in  a  400-S  Height  and  Bulk 
district.  In  the  C-3-0  District  a  base  floor  area  ratio  (FAR)  OF  9: 1 ,  and  a  maximum  FAR  of  1 8: 1 
are  allowable,  subject  to  height  and  building  bulk  limitations,  with  the  use  of  transferable 
development  rights  (TDR).  The  total  gross  square  footage  of  the  project  attributable  to  the  FAR 
calculations  is  approximately  895,600  gsf,'*  or  17.8:1  FAR  which  is  more  than  the  base  FAR  and 
less  than  the  allowable  18:1  gross  floor  area  of  907,499  gsf.^  The  project  would  include  TDRs. 

The  existing  buildings  on  the  site  would  be  demolished  for  the  project.  New  construction  would 
include  a  nine-story,  125-foot-tall  office  building  on  the  east  side  of  the  site  that  would  be  joined 
to  a  58-story,  605-foot-tall  tower  on  the  west  by  a  three-story  central  atrium  (see  Figure  2, 
Ground  Floor  Plan;  and  Figure  3,  Mission  Street  Elevation).  Proposed  uses  include  retail  space 
on  the  ground  floor;  office  space  on  the  second  to  the  ninth  floors  of  the  eastern  building;  and  on 
the  western  portion  of  the  site,  there  would  be  a  136-unit  extended-stay  hotel  occupying  the 
second  to  the  seventeenth  floors  above  the  ground-floor  restaurant  and  retail  space;  and  about 
163  condominium  and  108  rental  residential  units  occupying  the  eighteenth  to  the  fifty-eighth 
floors.  The  hotel  would  include  a  lounge  and  fitness  center  for  the  use  of  hotel  occupants  on  the 
second  and  third  levels,  respectively.^ 

The  central  atrium  would  be  accessed  from  Mission  Street,  and  would  serve  as  a  pedestrian 
passage  to  landscaped  outdoor  terraces  on  the  south  side  of  the  site.  The  atrium  and  terraces 
would  be  publicly  accessible.  Separate  street  entrances  to  retail  spaces  would  be  located  along 
Mission  and  Fremont  Streets.  The  entrance  to  the  office  spaces  would  be  from  a  separate 
entrance  on  Mission  Street  or  from  the  central  atrium.  Entrance  to  the  residential  and  hotel  uses 
would  be  from  a  shared  entrance  on  Mission  Street  and  a  shared  entrance  from  a  port-cochere  on 
the  south  side  of  the  building. 

Approximately  390  parking  spaces  on  three  subsurface  levels  would  be  accessed  from  Fremont 
Street  at  the  southwest  comer  of  the  site;  the  ramp  entrance  leading  to  subsurface  parking  would 
be  located  centrally  on  the  south  side  of  the  building.  Three  off-street  loading  docks  at  the 
ground  level  and  two  van  spaces  would  be  located  near  the  southeast  comer  of  the  site.  Access 
to  the  loading  docks  would  be  through  the  southwest  comer  of  the  site  from  Fremont  Street 


The  total  existing  gross  square  footage  (173,650  gsf)  includes  about  13,650  gsf  of  basement  storage  space 
as  well  as  office  and  retail  spaces  (about  160,000  gsf).  Therefore  net  change  in  square  footage  would  be  1,068,400  - 
173,650  =  894,750  gsf 

The  former  345  Mission  Street  building  occupied  a  land  area  of  approximately  1 8,906  sq.ft.  and  was  nine 
stories  tall.  It  contained  approximately  170,150  gsf  of  space. 

172,800  gsf  is  excluded  from  the  FAR  calculation,  under  Planning  Code  Section  102.9(b).  This  amount 
includes  the  following:  required  and  accessory  parking  and  incidental  driveways  and  maneuvering  areas;  mechanical 
equipment;  ground  floor-retail;  and  public  open  space. 

^  The  allowable  gross  floor  area  for  the  project  equals  the  lot  area  (50,416.6  sq.ft.)  times  18,  which  is 
907,499  gsf  when  rounded  to  the  nearest  square  foot. 

^  The  198,200  gsf  of  hotel  space,  listed  on  Page  1,  would  include  the  lounge  and  fitness  areas. 
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SOURCE:  Mission  Street  Development  Partners,  Gary  Edward  Handel  +  Associates,  Turnstone  Consulting 
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(immediately  south  of  the  port  cochere)  and  off  the  two-way  drive-through  that  would  run  the 
length  of  the  site  along  the  south  side. 

The  project  would  require  the  merger  of  existing  lots  and  subdivision  into  residential  and 
commercial  portions;  approval  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  were  the  midblock  pedestrian 
crosswalk  across  Fremont  Street  requested  to  be  eliminated;  potential  office  space  authorization 
under  Planning  Code,  Section  322,  dependent  upon  whether  formerly  existing  office  space  at  345 
Mission  Street  is  included  in  calculation  of  net  new  office  space';  Conditional  Use  authorization 
for  hotel  use  in  a  C-3  district  under  Planning  Code  Section  216;  Conditional  Use  authorization 
for  a  parking  garage  under  Planning  Code  Section  158  (for  the  portion  of  proposed  parking  in 
excess  of  accessory  amounts  under  Planning  Code  Section  204.5,  and  the  portion  in  excess  of 
required  parking  under  Planning  Code  Section  151);  and  review  under  Planning  Code  Sections 
309  for  exceptions  under  Section  272  from  the  upper  tower  bulk  limits  of  Planning  Code  Section 
270,  and  Section  263.9,  from  the  height  limits  of  Planning  Code  Section  250,  for  an  additional 
10%  of  height  (an  allowable  upper  tower  extension). 

II.  SUMMARY  OF  POTENTIAL  ENVIRONMENTAL  EFFECTS 

A.  EFFECTS  FOUND  TO  BE  POTENTIALLY  SIGNIFICANT 

This  Initial  Study  examines  the  301  Mission  Street  project  to  identify  potential  effects  on  the 
environment.  On  the  basis  of  this  study,  project-specific  effects  that  have  been  determined  to  be 
potentially  significant  include  transportation,  air  quality,  and  wind.  These  issues  will  be 
analyzed  in  the  Environmental  Impact  Report  (EIR).  The  EIR  will  also  provide  additional 
discussion  of  land  use,  visual  quality/urban  design,  and  shadow  for  informational  purposes, 
although  these  topics  are  determined  in  this  Initial  Study  to  be  less  than  significant  impacts. 

B.  EFFECTS  FOUND  NOT  TO  BE  POTENTIALLY  SIGNIFICANT 

The  following  effects  of  the  301  Mission  Street  project  have  been  determined  to  be  either 
insignificant  or  to  be  mitigated  through  measures  included  in  the  project:  land  use;  visual 
quality/urban  design;  population  and  housing;  noise;  construction  air  quality;  shadow; 
utilities/public  services;  biology;  geology/topography;  water;  energy/natural  resources;  hazards; 
and  cultural  resources.  These  issues  are  discussed  below  and  require  no  further  environmental 
analysis  in  the  EIR,  except  as  noted,  where  they  will  be  discussed  for  informational  purposes. 


I'roject  sponsor  has  requested  an  inlerprelation  by  the  Zoning  Administrator. 
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III.  ENVIRONMENTAL  EVALUATION  CHECKLIST  AND  DISCUSSION 


A.  COMPATIBILITY  WITH  EXISTING  ZONING  AND  PLANS 

Not  Applicable  Discussed 

1 .  Discuss  any  variances,  special  authorizations, 
or  changes  proposed  to  the  City  Planning  Code 

or  Zoning  Map,  if  applicable.  _  Ji_ 

2.  Discuss  any  conflicts  with  any  adopted 
environmental  plans  and  goals  of  the  City  or 

Region,  if  applicable.  _X  X_ 


The  project  site  is  located  within  the  boundaries  of  the  Downtown  Plan,  an  Area  Plan  of  the  San 
Francisco  General  Plan.  The  Downtown  Plan  is  the  policy  document  that  guides  growth  and 
development  in  San  Francisco's  downtown  area.  Centered  on  Market  Street,  the  plan  covers  an 
area  roughly  bounded  by  Van  Ness  Avenue  to  the  west,  The  Embarcadero  to  the  east,  Folsom 
Street  to  the  south,  and  the  northern  edge  of  the  Financial  District  to  the  north.  The  plan 
contains  objectives  and  policies  that  address  the  following:  provision  of  space  for  commerce, 
housing  and  open  space;  preservation  of  the  past;  urban  form;  and  movement  to,  from  and  within 
the  downtovm  area  (transportation).  The  Downtovm  Plan  was  intended  to  manage  growth  in  this 
area,  including  maintaining  a  compact  downtown  core  and  directing  growth  to  areas  with 
developable  space  and  easy  transit  accessibility.  The  Downtown  Plan  limits  growth  in  the 
traditional  dovmtovm,  centered  in  the  Financial  District,  by  adjusted  height  limits  and  FARs 
(floor  area  ratios).  The  Downtown  Plan  identifies  specific  South  of  Market  areas,  which  include 
the  proposed  project  site,  for  high-rise  development,  including  space  for  office,  retail  and  hotel 
uses,  as  well  as  for  residential  uses  in  downtovm  commercial  developments. 

The  San  Francisco  Planning  Code,  including  the  City's  Zoning  Maps,  implements  the  San 
Francisco  General  Plan,  and  governs  permitted  uses,  densities,  and  configuration  of  buildings 
within  the  City.  Permits  to  construct  new  buildings  (or  to  alter  or  demolish  existing  ones)  may 
not  be  issued  unless  (1)  the  proposed  project  conforms  to  the  Code,  (2)  an  allowable  exception  is 
granted  pursuant  to  provisions  of  the  Code,  or  (3)  amendments  to  the  Code  are  included  as  part 
of  the  project. 

The  project  site  (Assessor's  Block  3719,  Lots  1  and  17)  is  within  the  C-3-0  (Downtown  Office) 
district,  which  permits  commercial  and  residential  uses  and  has  a  base  floor  area  ratio  (FAR)  of 
9:1.^  The  eastern  portion  of  the  site,  that  would  contain  the  podium  structure,  is  in  a  400-S 
height  and  bulk  district,  and  the  western  portion  of  the  site,  to  contain  the  tower  structure,  is  in  a 
550-S  height  and  bulk  district.  In  400-S  and  500-S  height  and  bulk  districts,  buildings  are 
permitted  at  heights  up  to  400  and  550  feet,  respectively.  The  "S"  bulk  district  establishes  limits 


See  Planning  Code  Section  124. 
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on  building  bulk  at  specific  heights.^  There  are  no  limitations  of  length  or  diagonal  dimensions 
applicable  to  the  base  of  a  building,  which  is  defined  as  the  lowest  portion  of  the  building 
extending  vertically  to  a  streetwall  height  of  up  to  1.25  times  the  width  of  the  widest  abutting 
street  or  50  feet,  whichever  is  more.  Bulk  controls  for  a  lower  tower,  which  is  defined  as  the 
span  between  the  building  base  and  160  feet,  are  a  maximum  length  of  160  feet,  a  maximum 
floor  size  of  20,000  sq.ft.  and  a  maximum  diagonal  dimension  of  190  feet.  Bulk  controls  for  an 
upper  tower,  which  is  defined  as  the  span  between  160  and  550  feet,  are  a  maximum  length  of 
130  feet,  a  maximum  average  floor  size  of  12,000  sq.ft,  a  maximum  floor  size  for  any  floor  of 
17,000  sq.ft.  and  a  maximum  average  diagonal  measure  of  160  feet.  In  "S"  districts,  additional 
height  up  to  10%  of  the  allowable  height  shown  on  the  Zoning  Map  may  be  allowed  as  an 
extension  of  the  upper  tower,  provided  that  the  volume  as  extended  is  reduced  by  a  certain 
percentage  (as  shown  in  Panning  Code  Section  270(d),  Chart  B).  The  C-3-0  district  permits  a 
base  floor  area  ratio  (FAR)  of  9: 1 ;  a  maximum  FAR  of  1 8: 1  is  allowable,  subject  to  height  and 
building  bulk  limitations,  with  the  use  of  TDRs.  The  project  would  use  an  FAR  of  18:1  and 
would  include  TDRs. 

The  project  would  require  review  under  Planning  Code  Section  309(a),  Permit  Review  in  C-3 
Districts:  Exceptions,  for  allowable  exceptions  under  Section  272,  Bulk  Limits:  Special 
Exceptions  in  C-3  Districts  fi^om  the  upper  tower  bulk  limits  of  Section  270,  Bulk  Limits: 
Measurement,  and  Section  263.9,  Height  Limits:  Special  Exceptions  for  Upper  Tower 
Extensions  in  S  Districts.  The  project  sponsor  is  requesting  these  exceptions  for  diagonal 
dimension,  length,  and  floor  plate  sizes  above  350  feet  in  height;  and  for  additional  height  for  the 
upper  tower  up  to  10%  of  the  allowable  height  of  550  feet  (for  a  total  height  of  about  605  feet). 

The  project  proposes  a  total  of  390  parking  spaces,  including  122  spaces  for  the  residential  units 
and  268  spaces  for  the  hotel,  office,  and  retail  uses.  The  project  site  is  located  in  a  C-3  District 
in  which  long-term  commuter  parking  for  commercial  uses  is  discouraged.  As  stated  in 
Planning  Code  Section  161(c),  Exemptions  fi-om  Off-Street  Parking,  Freight  Loading  and 
Service  Vehicle  Requirements,  parking  is  not  required  for  commercial  uses  in  the  C-3  districts 
and  one  parking  space  is  required  for  every  four  dwelling  units.  The  proposed  project  would 
therefore  be  required  to  provide  68  off-street  parking  spaces.  Per  Planning  Code  Section  204.5 
Parking  and  Loading  as  Accessory  Uses,  the  project  would  provide  accessory  parking  associated 
with  the  residential  parking  equivalent  to  150%  of  the  required  parking  provision,  or  102  spaces. 
The  project  would  also  provide  accessory  parking  for  the  non-residential  component  of  seven 
percent  of  the  remaining  400,000  gsf,  or  80  spaces.'"  Planning  Code  Section  157,  Conditional 
Use  Applications  for  Parking  Exceeding  Accessory  Amounts:  Additional  Criteria,  requires 
Conditional  Use  authorization  for  parking  that  is  in  addition  to  the  amount  permitted  as 
accessory.  ... 


Sec  Planning  Code  Section  270(d). 

Seven  percent  of  400,000  gsf  is  28,000  gsf.  This  area  would  accommodate  about  80  vehicles  with  an 
average  of  350  sq.ft.  per  car  and  no  use  of  aisle  space  for  parking,  or  about  130  vehicles  with  valet  parking  and 
assuming  about  215  sq.ft.  per  vehicle. 
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The  project  would  also  require  the  following  approvals: 

•  Merger  of  existing  parcels,  and  residential  and  commercial  subdivision; 

•  Approval  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  if  the  midblock  pedestrian  crosswalk  across 
Fremont  Street  were  to  be  eliminated;  and 

•  Conditional  Use  authorization  for  hotel  use  in  a  C-3  district  under  Planning  Code  Section 
216(b),  Other  Housing. 

The  project  sponsor  has  asked  for  a  determination  by  the  Zoning  Administrator  regarding  pre- 
existing office  space  demolished  after  the  Loma  Prieta  earthquake.  If  pre-existing  space  in  345 
Mission  Street  is  not  considered  in  calculation  of  net  new  office  space,  the  project  would  require 
approval  under  Planning  Code  Section  322,  Procedure  for  Administration  of  Office 
Development  Limit. 

The  301  Mission  Street  project  requires  review  by  the  Planning  Commission  and  the  Department 
of  Public  Works. 

Applicable  Area  Plans  and  Elements  of  the  General  Plan  include  the  Downtown  Plan,  Urban 
Design  Element,  Residence,  Transportation,  and  Commerce  and  Industry  Elements.  If  the 
project,  on  balance,  were  to  have  substantial  conflicts  with  General  Plan  objectives  and  policies, 
it  could  not  be  approved.  In  general,  potential  conflicts  with  the  General  Plan  are  considered  by 
decision  makers  (normally  the  Planning  Commission)  independent  of  the  environmental  review 
process,  as  part  of  the  decision  to  approve,  modify  or  disapprove  a  proposed  project.  Any 
potential  conflict  not  identified  here  could  be  considered  in  that  context,  and  would  not  alter  the 
physical  environmental  effects  of  the  proposed  project.  The  relationship  of  the  proposed  project 
to  objectives  and  policies  of  the  General  Plan  will  be  discussed  in  the  EIR. 

In  November  4,  1986,  the  voters  of  San  Francisco  passed  Proposition  M,  the  Accountable 
Planning  Initiative,  which  established  eight  Priority  Planning  Policies.  These  policies,  contained 
in  Section  101.1  of  the  City  Planning  Code,  are:  preservation  and  enhancement  of  neighborhood- 
serving  retail  uses;  protection  of  neighborhood  character;  preservation  and  enhancement  of 
affordable  housing;  discouragement  of  commuter  automobiles;  protection  of  industrial  and 
service  land  uses  from  commercial  offices  development  and  enhancemeint  of  resident 
employment  and  business  ownership;  earthquake  preparedness;  landmark  and  historic  building 
preservation;  and  protection  of  open  space.  Prior  to  issuing  a  permit  for  any  project  which 
requires  an  Initial  Study  under  the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act  (CEQA),  or  adopting 
any  zoning  ordinance  or  development  agreement,  the  City  is  required  to  find  that  the  proposed 
project  or  legislation  is  consistent  with  the  Priority  Policies.  The  motion  by  the  Planning 
Commission  approving  or  disapproving  the  project  will  contain  the  analysis  determining  whether 
the  project  is  in  conformance  with  the  Priority  Policies. 

Plans  and  policies  will  be  discussed  in  the  EIR.  The  EIR  will  also  address  the  status  of  the 
proposed  Transbay  Redevelopment  Area  Plan.  (The  project  site  is  within  the  proposed  Transbay 
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Redevelopment  Project  Area.  That  proposal  is  currently  under  review  by  the  San  Francisco 
Planning  Department  and  is  subject  to  future  refinement  and  future  approvals.) 

Environmental  plans  and  policies,  like  the  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Management  District's  1997 
Clean  Air  Plan,  directly  address  physical  environmental  issues  and/or  contain  standards  or 
targets  that  must  be  met  in  order  to  preserve  or  improve  specific  components  of  the  City's 
physical  environment.  The  proposed  project  would  not  obviously  or  substantially  conflict  with 
any  such  adopted  environmental  plan  or  policy. 

ENVIRONMENTAL  EFFECTS 

Except  for  the  categories  of  transportation,  air  quality,  and  wind  as  noted  above,  all  items  on  the 
Initial  Study  Checklist  herein  have  been  checked  "No"  indicating  that,  upon  evaluation,  staff  has 
determined  that  the  proposed  project  could  not  have  a  significant  adverse  environmental  effect  in 
those  areas  checked  "No".  For  items  where  the  conclusion  is  "To  be  Determined",  the  analysis 
will  be  conducted  in  the  EIR.  Several  checklist  items  have  also  been  checked  "Discussed" 
indicating  that  the  Initial  Study  text  includes  discussion  of  that  particular  issue.  For  all  of  the 
items  checked  "No"  without  discussion,  the  conclusions  regarding  potential  significant  adverse 
environmental  effects  are  based  upon  field  observation,  staff  experience  on  similar  projects, 
and/or  standard  reference  material  available  within  the  Planning  Department,  such  as  the 
Department's  Transportation  Guidelines  for  Environmental  Review,  or  the  California  Natural 
Diversity  Data  Base  and  maps,  published  by  the  California  Department  of  Fish  and  Game.  For 
each  checklist  item,  the  evaluation  has  considered  the  impacts  of  the  project  both  individually 
and  cumulatively. 

1.  Land  Use  -  Could  the  project:  Yes  No  Discussed 

a.  Disrupt  or  divide  the  physical  arrangement  of 

an  established  community?  _  X_  X_ 

b.  Have  any  substantial  impact  upon  the  existing 

character  of  the  vicinity?  _  X_  X_ 

As  noted  in  the  project  description,  the  site  is  located  in  an  Francisco's  downtown  core, 
immediately  northeast  of  the  San  Francisco  Transbay  Terminal.  The  Verba  Buena  Center 
Redevelopment  Area  is  to  the  west  (west  of  Second  Street);  the  Rincon  Hill  neighborhood  is 
about  one  and  one-half  blocks  to  the  southeast;  and  the  South  of  Market  neighborhood  is  to  the 
south  and  southwest.  i  r:..  -   

The  project  site  is  within  the  proposed  Transbay  Redevelopment  Project  Area,  the  focus  of  a 
number  of  land  use  and  transportation  planning  efforts.  After  the  1989  Loma  Prieta  Earthquake, 
a  substantial  portion  of  this  area  previously  dominated  by  the  Embarcadero  Freeway  was  opened 
up  as  a  result  of  freeway  demolition;  resulting  parcels  are  now  vacant  and  used  for  surface 
parking.  Besides  surface  parking  lots,  the  proposed  Transbay  Redevelopment  Project  Area 
contains  a  mix  of  light  industrial,  warehousing/distribution,  commercial  office,  retail, 
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institutional  (educational),  live-work,  and  residential  uses.  The  vacant  parcels  used  as  surface 
parking  are  the  focus  of  potential  rezoning  from  P  (Public)  to  C-3-0  (Downtown  Office),  or  to 
C-3-0  (SD)  (Downtown  Office  Special  Development).  Office  use  is  the  predominant  land  use 
within  the  proposed  Transbay  Redevelopment  Project  Area,  much  of  it  in  newer  existing  high- 
rise  buildings.  There  are  also  some  industrial,  hotel,  institutional  (educational),  retail,  and 
residential  uses.  Recent  development  has  consisted  primarily  of  high-rise  office  towers  and 
residential  development. 

Residential  development  in  the  near  and  mid-vicinity  (within  three  blocks)  of  the  project  site 
includes  residential  units  in  the  top  seven  stories  of  the  26-story  mixed  used  development  at  388 
Market  Street  about  two  blocks  to  the  north,  Rincon  Towers  at  101  Spear  Street  about  two 
blocks  to  the  east,  and  the  high-rise  residential  portion  of  Hills  Plaza  complex  three  blocks  to  the 
southeast.  Newer  residential  developments  have  also  been  built  recently  or  are  under 
construction  in  the  project  vicinity,  especially  in  the  Rincon  Hill  area,  including  the  recently 
occupied  226-unit  Avalon  Towers  on  Beale  Street,  the  245-unit  residential  building  under 
construction  at  400  Beale  Street,  and  the  200  units  recently  approved  at  33 1  First  Street. 

Hotels  in  the  general  project  vicinity  include  the  Hyatt  Regency  in  Embarcadero  Four  about  four 
blocks  northeast  firom  the  site;  the  Harbor  Court  at  165  Steuart  Street  about  three  blocks  east  of 
the  site;  and  the  Sheraton  Palace  at  Two  New  Montgomery  Street  about  three  blocks  northwest 
from  the  site.  A  hotel  is  plarmed  in  the  proposed  Transbay  Redevelopment  Project  Area,  across 
Fremont  Street  from  the  project  site.  None  of  these  hotels  are  extended-stay  hotels. 

Land  uses  within  a  block  of  the  project  site  are  a  mix  of  commercial  (office  and  retail), 
institutional  (educational),  transportation  and  parking  uses.  High-rise  office  above  ground-floor 
retail  is  the  predominant  use  immediately  north  and  east  of  the  site  and  to  the  west  across 
Transbay  Terminal  Plaza;  transportation  (the  terminal)  and  parking  predominate  immediately 
south  and  southwest  of  the  site. 

A  six-  to  seven-foot- wide  pedestrian  path  adjoins  the  project  site  on  the  south.  Immediately 
south  of  this  path  are  the  fenced-in  San  Francisco  Transbay  Terminal  elevated  bus  ramps. 
Currently,  the  area  beneath  this  portion  of  the  elevated  bus  ramps  is  used  as  surface  parking. 
The  three-block-long  San  Francisco  Transbay  Terminal  and  ramps  are  immediately  south,  and 
west  of  the  project  site  across  Fremont  Street.  The  terminal  is  a  structure  of  local  and  regional 
transportation  importance,  and  is  used  by  AC  Transit  East  Bay  Bus  Service,  Muni  and 
Greyhound  bus  lines;  the  terminal  has  direct  ramps  to  the  Bay  Bridge.  The  main  terrninal 
building  and  plaza  are  just  west  of  the  project  site  on  the  south  side  of  Mission  Street  "between 
First  and  Fremont  Street.  South  of  Transbay  Terminal  are  a  25 -story  office  building  at  199 
Fremont  Street,  a  three-story  office  building  at  181  Fremont  Street,  a  two-story  office  building  at 
183  Fremont  Street,  and  a  four-story  office  building  with  ground-floor  retail  and  daycare  at  342 
Howard  Street  on  the  southern  portion  of  the  project  block  (Block  3719). 

Across  Beale  Street  and  east  of  the  project  site,  occupying  the  entire  block,  is  the  30-story  201 
Mission  Street  office  building  above  ground-floor  retail,  with  surface  parking  surrounding  the 
rear  of  the  building  and  beneath  the  elevated  Transbay  Terminal  bus  ramps  that  traverse  the 
southwest  comer  of  the  block.  At  the  second  level,  the  201  Mission  Street  building  is  connected 
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to  Beale  Street's  western  sidewalk,  immediately  adjacent  to  the  project  site,  by  an  elevated 
pedestrian  bridge  across  Beale  Street. 

North  of  Mission  Street,  diagonally  east  of  the  site,  is  the  33-story  PG&E  office  building 
complex  with  ground-floor  retail  and  a  private  garage  at  245  Market  Street  occupying  the  entire 
block.  Facing  the  site  are  the  23-story  Bechtel  office  building  with  ground-floor  retail  at  50 
Beale  Street;  and  the  four-story  Heald  College  School  of  Business  and  Technology  building  with 
ground-floor  retail  at  350  Mission  Street  on  the  block  (Block  3710)  immediately  north  of  the 
project  site.  The  remainder  of  Block  3710  is  occupied  by  a  34-story  office  building  at  45 
Fremont  Street;  and  a  3 3 -story  office  building  above  ground-floor  retail  at  333  Market  Street. 
Diagonally  from  the  project  site  to  the  west  and  north  of  Mission  Street  (between  Fremont  and 
First  Streets)  are  a  41 -story  office  building  above  ground-floor  retail  at  50  Fremont  Street,  a  five- 
story  office  building  with  ground-floor  retail  at  440-456  Mission  Street,  a  one-story  bank 
building  at  75  First  Street,  a  23 -story  office  building  with  ground-floor  retail  at  455  Market 
Street,  and  a  36-story  office  building  with  ground-floor  retail  at  425  Market  Street. 

The  project  site  is  currently  occupied  by  a  six-story  office  building  over  ground-floor  retail  uses 
at  301  Mission;  a  six-story  office  building  at  124  Beale  Streets;  a  two-story  industrial  building 
used  as  offices  at  129  Fremont  Street;  and  a  vacant  and  fenced  lot  at  345  Mission  Street.  The 
project  is  in  a  transition  area  between  the  predominantly  high-rise  office  above  ground  floor 
retail  use  in  the  Downtown  Commercial  District  to  the  north,  east  and  west;  and  parking, 
transportation  uses,  and  lower-rise  office  and  office  support  buildings  to  the  south  and 
southwest. 


The  proposed  project  would  include  commercial  (office/retail)  uses  and  services  in  a  riine-story 
podium  on  the  eastern  portion  of  the  site;  residential  and  hotel  uses  in  a  58-story  tower  on  the 
western  portion  of  the  site;  and  three  levels  of  subsurface  parking.  Office  use  is  the  predominant 
land  use  in  the  project  area.  The  proposed  residential  and  hotel  uses  would  be  new  uses  in  the 
immediate  project  area,  similar  to  such  uses  in  the  Rincon  Hill  and  Yerba  Buena  Center  areas 
and  the  area  to  the  south  of  Howard  Street.  Planned  land  uses  in  the  proposed  Transbay 
Terminal  Redevelopment  Area  include  transportation,  residential  and  hotel  uses,  including  a 
hotel  and  plaza  across  Fremont  Street  fi*om  the  site. 

The  proposed  mixed-use  development  would  increase  the  intensity  of  existing  land  uses  on  the 
project  site,  and  introduce  residential  and  hotel  uses  here.  The  project  would  be  compatible  with 
existing  and  planned  uses  in  the  vicinity,  including  residential,  hotel,  retail  and  office  uses 
existing  in  the  Rincon  Hill  area  and  planned  for  the  Transbay  Redevelopment  Project  Area,  as 
well  as  Yerba  Buena  Center  to  the  west.  The  project  would  not  disrupt  or  divide  established 
neighborhood.  It  would  not  result  in  significant  effects  related  to  land  use.  Therefore,  land  use 
will  be  discussed  in  the  EIR  for  informational  purposes  only. 
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2.  Visual  Quality  -  Could  the  project: 


Yes 


No 


Discussed 


a.  Have  a  substantial,  demonstrable 
negative  aesthetic  effect? 


X 


X 


b.  Substantially  degrade  or  obstruct 
any  scenic  view  or  vista  now 
observed  from  public  areas? 


X 


X 


c.  Generate  obtrusive  light  or 
glare  substantially  impacting 
other  properties? 


X 


X 


The  proposed  project  would  result  in  a  visual  change  because  it  would  demolish  three  existing 
low-rise  buildings  dating  from  the  1900's-1930's,  to  construct  a  substantially  larger  three  part 
development:  a  58-story  building  and  a  nine-story  building  connected  by  a  three-story  atrium,  a 
port  cochere  and  a  three-level  subsurface  garage.  It  would  thus  increase  the  scale  of 
development  on  the  project  site.  The  existing  buildings  are  an  approximately  68-foot-tall  (six- 
story),  brick-clad  office  building  with  ground-floor  retail  uses  at  301  Mission;  an  approximately 
53-foot-tall  (six-story),  stucco-finish  office  building  at  124  Beale  Streets;  and  an  approximately 
20-foot-tall  (two-story),  industrial  building  at  129  Fremont  Street.  A  vacant  and  fenced  lot 
occupies  345  Mission  Street,  the  remaining  lot  on  the  project  site.  The  vacant  lot  was  formerly 
occupied  by  a  100-foot-tall,  nine-story  building,  damaged  in  the  Loma  Prieta  earthquake  in  1989, 
and  subsequently  demolished. 

The  proposed  605-foot-tall,  58-story  building  would  be  substantially  taller  and  larger  than 
existing  buildings  on  the  site  and  existing  high-rise  office  buildings  on  Mission  Street  near  the 
project  site  (there  are  several  23  to  4 1 -story  buildings  on  the  north  side  of  Mission  Street  across 
from  the  site).  Nearby  high-rise  buildings  include  the  447-foot  100  First  Street  building  across 
Transbay  Terminal  Plaza,  the  140-  to  472-foot  333  Market  Street  buildings  one  block  northwest 
of  the  site,  and  the  417-foot  201  Mission  Street  building  immediately  to  the  east  across  Beale 
Street.  The  proposed  building  would  be  about  the  same  height  as  the  600-foot-tall  50  Fremont 
Street  building  across  Mission  Street  from  the  Transbay  Terminal  Plaza,  and  the  600-foot-tall 
101  California  Street  building,  two  blocks  northwest  of  the  project  site. across  Market  Street.'' . 

The  project  would  be  part  of  the  growing  number  of  high-rise  buildings  located  south  of  Market 
Street  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Transbay  Terminal.  The  project  would  be  within  the  maximum 
height  zoned  for  the  site  and  planned  for  this  area,  with  an  allowable  upper  tower  extension  of 
10%.  The  project  thus  would  not  be  out  of  context. 

The  design  of  the  building  would  be  a  contemporary  interpretation  of  the  Modernist  architectural 
style.  There  would  be  pedestrian-scale,  double-story  retail  spaces  fronting  Mission  Street  at  the 
ground  level.  Structurally  and  visually,  the  proposed  building  would  consist  of  three  main 


' '  See  http://www.skyscrapersxom/english/worldmap/city/skyscrapers/detail/0.9/101040/sro0001/rppl0/ht3 
/bt09/  index.html 
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components:  a  shorter  building,  a  tower  and  central  atrium.  The  shorter  nine-story  structure 
would  be  on  the  eastern  portion  of  the  site;  the  58-story  tower  would  be  on  the  western  portion  of 
the  site,  oriented  along  Mission  and  Fremont  Streets;  and  the  three-story  central  atrium  would 
connect  the  shorter  structure  and  the  tower.  The  project  would  include  an  indoor  publicly 
accessible  garden  at  the  ground  level,  and  a  private  roof  garden  at  the  fourth  level.  The  glass 
facade  of  the  tower  would  differ  from  other  nearby  high-rise  structures,  which  are  typically  clad 
with  a  combination  of  masonry  panels  and  glass.  The  project  would  include  landscape  and 
streetscape  features. 

The  massing  of  the  proposed  building  tower  would  differ  from  highrises  in  the  project  area,  in 
that  it  would  be  slender  and  thus  less  bulky  than  surrounding  buildings.  It  would  not  have  the 
traditional  building  base,  middle  and  top  of  older  office  buildings  and  those  approved  according 
to  Downtown  Plan  guidelines.  The  project  would  have  a  tall,  slender  tower  connected  to  a 
shorter  nine-story  office  building  by  a  transparent  central  atrium. 

The  nearest  major  public  open  spaces  are  Justin  Hermann  Plaza,  about  three  blocks  east  along 
The  Embarcadero,  and  Yerba  Buena  Gardens  about  three  and  one-half  blocks  west  along  Third 
Street.  The  project  would  be  visible  from  these  public  open  spaces  against  a  backdrop  of  other 
high-rise  buildings;  the  project  would  not  substantially  alter  the  view.  Although  it  would  be  one 
of  the  taller  buildings  near  the  Transbay  Terminal,  it  would  be  part  of  a  large  group  of  high-rise 
buildings.  Because  of  intervening  buildings,  the  view  from  these  open  spaces  would  include  the 
uppermost  portion  of  the  proposed  building.  The  project  would  be  visible  from  public  open 
spaces,  including  those  mentioned  and  the  Transbay  Terminal  Plaza,  and  private,  publicly 
accessible  spaces  such  as  the  plaza  associated  with  the  20 1  Mission  Street  building,  the  PG&E 
building  plaza  at  245  Market  Street,  and  the  Fremont  Center  Plaza  at  50  Fremont  Street.  In 
summary,  visual  changes  on  the  site  would  not  substantially  change  or  block  scenic  views  or 
vistas  available  to  the  public  from  open  spaces  in  the  area.  From  long-range  vantage  points,  such 
as  Portrero  Hill  and  Twin  Peaks,  the  project  would  appear  among  a  number  of  high-rise 
buildings  forming  the  City  skyline. 

The  project  would  be  constructed  within  an  increasingly  densely  built  urban  area  zoned  for  high- 
density  high-rise  development.  Although  the  building's  height  would  be  visible  from 
surrounding  buildings  and  other  viewpoints,  the  project  would  not  obstruct  publicly  accessible 
scenic  views  nor  have  a  substantial  adverse  effect  on  a  scenic  vista. 

The  proposed  project  would  include  outdoor  lighting  typical  of  retail,  hotel,  and  multi-unit 
residential  buildings  in  the  project  vicinity.  It  would  comply  with  Planning  Commission 
Resolution  9212,  which  prohibits  the  use  of  mirrored  or  reflective  glass.  Thus  the  project  would 
not  produce  unusual  light  and  glare  affecting  other  properties,  nor  would  it  interfere  with 
nighttime  views. 

Allowable  exceptions  under  Planning  Code  Section  309,  regarding  bulk  limits  and  an  additional 
10%  height  upper  tower  extension  have  been  requested  under  Planning  Code  Section  263.9,  and 
these  would  not  cause  potentially  significant  effects.  Zoning  for  this  C-3-0  and  the  nearby 
C-3-0  (SD)  areas  envisioned,  and  allows  for,  the  most  dense  development  in  the  City  and  for  tall 
buildings  around  the  City's  transit  hub,  the  Transbay  Terminal. 
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Although  visual  quality  is  subjective,  given  the  project's  proposed  exterior  materials  and  the  fact 
that  the  project  would  be  part  of  a  group  of  high-rise  buildings  and  within  the  existing  height  and 
bulk  zoning  for  the  site,  with  allowable  exceptions,  the  proposed  building  would  not  result  in  a 
substantial,  demonstrable  adverse  aesthetic  effect,  nor  would  it  substantially  degrade  the  visual 
character  of  the  site  and  its  surroundings. 

In  light  of  the  above,  the  project  would  not  result  in  significant  impacts  related  to  visual  quality 
and  urban  design,  and  this  topic  requires  no  further  discussion  in  the  EIR.  Because  of  the  height 
and  bulk  of  the  proposed  building,  design-related  Planning  Code  Section  309  exceptions  being 
requested,  and  the  additional  10%  height  (upper  tower  extension)  requested  under  Planning  Code 
Section  263.9,  visual  quality  will  be  discussed  in  the  EIR  for  informational  purposes,  to  place  the 
project  in  context.  The  EIR  will  provide  several  photomontages  of  the  proposed  building  in  the 
context  of  surrounding  existing  and  approved  structures. 

3.  Population  -  Could  the  project:  Yes  No  Discussed 

a.  Induce  substantial  growth  or 

concentration  of  population?  _  _X_  X_ 

b.  Displace  a  large  number  of 
people  (involving  either 

housing  or  employment)?  .  _  _X_  _X_ 

c.  Create  a  substantial  demand 
for  additional  housing  in 

San  Francisco,  or  substantially 

reduce  the  housing  supply?  _  JC.  _X_ 

Uses  in  the  proposed  project  would  be  consistent  within  the  C-3-0  (Downtown  Office)  district, 
which  permits  high-density  commercial  and  residential  uses.  Hotel  uses  require  Conditional  Use 
authorization  (CU)  in  this  use  district,  and  Downtovm  office  core,  where  office  use  is  the 
predominant  land  use,  and  a  principal  permitted  use. 

The  proposed  project  would  demolish  a  total  of  about  173,650  sq.ft.  of  existing  commercial 

space.'^  At  full  occupancy,  the  site  is  estimated  to  have  included  approximately  51 0  office  

employees,  and  approximately  60  retail  employees;  a  total  of  approximately  570  employees.'^ 
The  businesses  and  employees  on  the  site  would  be  expected  to  relocate,  or  to  have  relocated, 


1 2 

The  demolition  would  include  about  140,000  gsf  of  office  space,  about  20,200  of  retail  space  and  about 
13,450  gsf  of  basement  storage  space.  Approximately  130,000  gsf  of  office  space  comprising  301  Mission  Street 
was  required  to  be  demolished  following  the  Loma  Prieta  earthquake. 

'■^  Based  on  a  standard  multiplier  of  275  sq.ft.  per  employee  in  office  space,  based  on  San  Francisco 
Planning  Department  transportation  analysis  guidelines  and  Keyser  Marston  Associates,  Inc.,  San  Francisco 
Cumulative  Growth  Scenario:  Final  Technical  Memorandum,  prepared  for  the  San  Francisco  Redevelopment 
Agency,  March  30,  1998  (Hereinafter  Keyser  Marston  Associates,  Inc.,  March  1998/  Retail  employment  density 
estimated  at  350  sq.ft.  per  employee,  based  on  San  Francisco  Planning  Department  transportation  analysis 
guidelines. 
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within  San  Francisco  or  elsewhere  in  the  Bay  Area.  Business  displacement  in  this  context  is  an 
economic  impact  that  would  not  be  a  physical  environmental  impact  under  CEQA. 

The  proposed  office  use  would  be  expected  to  include  approximately  480  office  employees,  the 
proposed  retail  use  approximately  20  retail  employees,  the  proposed  hotel  approximately  100 
employees.'''  There  would  also  be  about  15  parking,  janitorial,  maintenance  and  building 
management  employees.  The  proposed  development  would  be  expected  to  add  a  total  of 
approximately  615  employees  to  San  Francisco's  economy,  for  a  net  increase  of  approximately 
45  employees  on  the  site.'^ 

This  increase  in  employment  would  be  about  0.006%  of  total  employment  of  731,660  employees 
projected  for  San  Francisco  in  year  2020,  and  it  would  be  about  0.04%  of  employment  growth  of 
102,800  jobs  projected  from  2000-2020.'^  This  potential  increase  in  employment  would  be  very 
small  in  the  context  of  total  employment  in  San  Francisco. 

Increases  in  a  city's  employment  in  turn  increase  demand  for  local  housing.  San  Francisco  is  the 
central  city  (and  most  urban  place)  in  an  attractive  region  and  consistently  ranks  as  one  of  the 
most  expensive  housing  markets  in  the  United  States.  The  San  Francisco  Bay  Area  is  known  for 
its  agreeable  climate,  open  space,  recreational  opportunities,  cultural  amenities,  a  strong  and 
diverse  economy,  and  prominent  educational  institutions.  As  a  regional  employment  center,  San 
Francisco  attracts  people  who  want  to  live  close  to  where  they  work.  These  factors  continue  to 
support  a  strong  demand  for  housing  in  San  Francisco.  Providing  new  housing  to  meet  this 
strong  demand  is  particularly  difficult  because  the  amount  of  land  available  is  limited  and  land 
and  development  costs  are  relatively  high. 

During  the  period  of  1990-2000,  the  number  of  new  housing  units  completed  citywide  ranged 
from  a  low  of  about  380  units  (1993)  to  a  high  of  about  2,065  units  (1990)  per  year.  The 
citywide  annual  average  over  that  1 1-year  period  was  about  1,130  units. 

In  March  2001,  the  Association  of  Bay  Area  Governments  (ABAG)  projected  regional  needs  iil 
the  Regional  Housing  Needs  Determination  (RHND)  1999-2006  allocation.  The  projected 
need  of  the  City  for  2006  is  20,372  dwelling  units  or  an  average  yearly  need  of  2,716  net  new 
dwelling  units.  The  proposed  project  would  add  about  271  residential  units  to  the  City's  housing 
stock,  towards  meeting  this  need. 


Ibid.  Based  on  employment  density  factors  of  275  sq.ft.  per  employee  for  office  use,  of  350  sq.ft.  per 
employee  for  retail  use,  and  of  0.75  employee  per  hotel  room. 

The  addition  of  615  jobs  minus  displacement  of  570  jobs  (as  estimated  for  ftill  occupancy  of  the  existing 
buildings  on  the  project  site)  would  bring  the  net  new  employment  at  the  site  to  approximately  45. 

Data  from  Association  of  Bay  Area  Governments,  Projections  2000,  located  at  http://www.abag.ca.gov/ 
abag/overview/pub/p2000 

San  Francisco  Planning  Department,  Data  and  Needs  Analysis  -  Part  1  of  the  2001  Housing  Element 
Revision.  June  I,  2001,  p.  23. 
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Based  on  an  employed-resident  density  factor  of  1.63  employee  per  household,'^  the  increase  in 
employment  due  to  project  development  would  create  an  additional  demand  for  about  28 
residential  units  (45  net  new  jobs  divided  by  a  factor  of  1.63  employees  per  household  results  in 
a  demand  for  28  residential  units).  The  demand  for  about  15  residential  units  would  have  to  be 
met  by  housing  in  San  Francisco;  the  demand  for  the  remaining  13  units  would  be  met  by 
housing  outside  the  City.'^  Thus,  the  project  would  not  create  substantial  demand  for  new 
housing.  The  project  is  a  mixed-use  development  and  proposes  to  build  about  271  residential 
units  as  noted.  Housing  demand  in  and  of  itself  is  not  a  physical  environmental  effect.  An 
imbalance  between  local  employment  and  housing,  however,  can  lead  to  long  commutes  with 
corresponding  traffic  and  air  quality  impacts.  Traffic  and  Air  Quality  effects  associated  with 
project  implementation  will  be  analyzed  in  the  EIR. 

As  stated  above,  there  is  substantial  demand  for  new  residential  units  in  San  Francisco.  Based 
on  standard  household  density  factors  (about  1.8  persons  per  dwelling  unit)  in  use  in  San 
Francisco,^"  the  proposed  development  is  estimated  to  accommodate  approximately  488  people. 
Currently,  there  are  no  residential  units  on  the  site.  The  increase  in  numbers  of  residents  on  the 
project  site  would  not  substantially  increase  the  area- wide  population,  and  the  resulting  density 
would  not  exceed  levels  that  are  common  and  accepted  in  high  density  urban  areas  such  as  San 
Francisco.  Therefore,  the  project's  population  increase  would  not  be  a  significant  effect. 

Based  on  the  above  analysis,  no  significant  physical  environmental  effects  on  housing  demand  or 
population  would  occur  due  to  the  project,  and  these  issues  require  no  further  analysis  in  the 
EIR. 


4.  Transportation/Circulation  -  Could  the  project:  Yes         No  Discussed 

a.  Cause  an  increase  in  traffic  which 
is  substantial  in  relation  to  the 
existing  traffic  load  and  capacity 

of  the  street  system?  To  be  determined 

b.  Interfere  with  existing  transportation 
systems,  causing  substantial  alterations 
to  circulation  patterns  or  major  traffic 

hazards?  To  be  determined 


Keyser  Marston  Associates,  Inc.  and  Gabriel  Roche,  Inc.,  Jobs  Housing  Nexus  Analysis,  City  of  San 
Francisco^  July  1997,  Section  III,  p.  32. 

Op.  cit.,  Keyser  Marston  Associates,  Inc.,  July  1997,  Section  III,  p.  33.  It  is  assumed  that  about  55%  of 
San  Francisco  employees  will  seek  housing  in  San  Francisco. 

20 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  Planning  Department  and  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency, 
Mission  Bay  Final  Subsequent  EIR,  Planning  Department  File  No.  96.77  IE,  SCH  No.  97092068,  Vol.  IV, 
Appendices,  Table  C.6,  p.  C.5,  certified  September  17,  1998.  The  project  proposes  about  271  residential  units. 
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Yes 


No 


Discussed 


c.  Cause  a  substantial  increase  in  transit 
demand  which  cannot  be  accommodated  by 
existing  or  proposed  transit  capacity? 


To  be  determined 


d.  Cause  a  substantial  increase  in  parking 
demand  which  cannot  be  accommodated  by 
existing  parking  facilities? 


To  be  determined 


The  proposed  commercial  and  residential  uses  of  the  project  would  generate  a  demand  on  the 
local  transportation  system,  including  increased  traffic,  transit  demand,  and  parking  demand. 
The  EIR  will  analyze  project  effects  related  to  transportation  and  circulation,  including 
intersection  operations;  transit  demand;  and  impacts  on  pedestrian  circulation;  parking;  bicycles; 
and  freight  loading,  as  well  as  construction  impacts.  The  analysis  will  take  into  account  the  Bay 
Bridge  west  span  retrofit  construction  activities  (scheduled  to  be  completed  by  early  2002),^'  and 
the  planned  transit  oriented  development  associated  with  the  Transbay  Terminal/Caltrain 
Downtown  Extension/Redevelopment  Plan  project. 

5.  Noise  -  Could  the  project:  Yes  No  Discussed 

a.  Increase  substantially  the  ambient 

noise  levels  for  adjoining  areas?  X  X 

b.  Violate  Title  24  Noise  Insulation 

Standards,  if  applicable?  _  X_  X_ 

c.  Be  substantially  impacted  by  existing 

noise  levels?  _  _X_  X_ 

Outdoor  noise  in  the  vicinity  of  the  project  area  includes  numerous  potential  sources  of  noise. 
The  most  significant  existing  source  of  noise  throughout  most  of  San  Francisco  is  traffic.  This  is 
especially  true  of  the  project  area  because  of  the  proximity  of  Interstate  80  and  the  Bay  Bridge 
connection  routes,  the  Transbay  Transit  Terminal  bus  ramps,  and  traffic,  including  transit  on 
Mission  Street.  Non-traffic  noise  sources  in  the  area  include  temporary  noise  from  construction 
of  other  developments  in  the  vicinity,  such  as  the  Interstate  80  freeway  ramps  and  the  Bay 
Bridge  seismic  retrofit.  The  nearest  sensitive  receptors  to  the  project  site  are  scattered  residential 
uses  in  the  area,  including  the  residential  development  at  388  Market  Street,  at  the  comer  of 
Market  and  Pine  Street  north  of  the  project,  as  well  as  the  institutional/educational  uses  at  Heald 
College  School  of  Business  and  Technology  on  the  block  immediately  north  of  the  project  site, 
and  at  Golden  Gate  University  about  one  and  one-half  blocks  west  of  the  site. 

Construction  Noise.   Demolition,  excavation  and  building  construction  would  temporarily 
increase  noise  in  the  site  vicinity.  Construction  activities  from  the  project  potentially  could 
include  excavation  and  hauling,  foundation  construction,  steel  erection,  and  finishing.  The 
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Sec  Caltrans  website  for  schedule:  littp://vvww. clot. ca.gov/disl4/eastspans/projects.litml. 
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construction  period,  including  demolition  and  grading,  would  last  approximately  36  months. 
Approximately  four  months  would  be  devoted  to  demolition,  excavation,  and  grading; 
approximately  six  months  would  be  devoted  to  foundation  and  other  below-grade  work;  and 
approximately  26  months  would  be  devoted  to  erection  and  finishing.  Construction  noise  levels 
would  fluctuate  depending  on  construction  phase,  equipment  type  and  duration  of  use,  distance 
between  noise  source  and  listener,  and  presence  or  absence  of  barriers.  Impacts  would  be 
temporary  and  intermittent,  and  would  be  limited  to  the  period  during  which  the  foundations  and 
exterior  structural  and  facade  elements  would  be  built.  Interior  construction  noise  would  be 
substantially  reduced  by  the  exterior  walls. 

The  buildings  would  probably  have  pile  foundations;  therefore  pile  driving  would  be  likely  to 
occur.  Pile  driving  would  generate  noise  and  possibly  vibrations  that  could  be  considered  an 
annoyance  by  occupants  of  nearby  buildings.  In  general,  pile  driving  noise  could  be  about  90 
decibels  (dBA)  during  impact  at  about  100  feet  from  the  site.  Pile  driving  would  be  expected  to 
last  up  to  about  two  months.  Noise  levels  at  receptors  near  the  project  site  would  depend  on 
their  distance  from  the  source  and  on  the  presence  or  absence  of  noise  barriers.  The  noise  of  the 
pile  driver  would  be  most  noticeable  directly  in  front  of  the  construction  site.  Vibrations  from 
the  pile  driving  could  be  felt  in  adjacent  buildings,  such  as  the  Transbay  Terminal,  and  nearby 
retail  and  office  buildings. 

Construction  noise  is  regulated  by  the  San  Francisco  Noise  Ordinance  (Article  29  of  the  Police 
Code).  The  ordinance  requires  that  noise  levels  from  individual  pieces  of  construction 
equipment,  other  than  impact  tools,  not  exceed  80  dBA  at  a  distance  of  1 00  ft.  from  the  source. 
Impact  tools,  such  as  jackhammers  and  impact  wrenches,  must  have  both  intake  and  exhaust 
muffled  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Director  of  Public  Works.  Section  2908  of  the  Ordinance 
prohibits  construction  work  between  8:00  p.m.  and  7:00  a.m.,  if  noise  would  exceed  the  ambient 
noise  level  by  5  dBA  at  the  project  property  line,  unless  a  special  permit  is  authorized  by  the 
Director  of  Public  Works.  The  project  demolition  and  construction  operations  would  comply 
with  the  Noise  Ordinance  requirements.  Compliance  with  the  Noise  Ordinance  is  required  by 
law  and  would  reduce  any  impacts  to  a  less-than-significant  level. 

To  further  minimize  noise  and  vibration  from  pile  driving,  the  project  sponsor  would  require 
project  construction  contractors  to  predrill  holes  to  the  maximum  depth  feasible  on  the  basis  of 
soil  conditions.  Contractors  would  be  required  to  use  construction  equipment  with  state-of-the- 
art  noise  shielding  and  muffling  devices.  The  project  sponsor  would  also  require  that  contractors 
schedule  pile  driving  activity  for  times  of  the  day  that  would  minimize  disturbance  to  neighbors, 
consistent  with  the  Noise  Ordinance.  See  Mitigation  Measure  1,  p.  48. 

Construction  of  other  nearby  projects,  such  as  in  the  proposed  Transbay  Redevelopment  Project 
Area,  that  might  coincide  with  construction  of  the  proposed  development  could  temporarily 
increase  the  overall  noise  levels  in  the  immediate  vicinity  of  construction  activities,  as  the  noise 
intensity  would  be  greater  with  a  larger  number  of  noise  sources.  Construction  in  the  proposed 
Transbay  Redevelopment  Project  Area  would  be  spread  over  a  number  of  years.  There  could  be 
increased  intensity  of  impacts  with  overlapping  construction,  or  impacts  could  extend  over  a 
longer  period  of  time,  if  construction  is  in  sequence.  Noise  from  overlapping  construction  or 
construction  in  sequence  would  remain  temporary  and  intermittent. 
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Based  on  the  above  analysis,  construction  noise  would  not  be  significant  and  requires  no  further 
analysis  in  the  EIR. 

Traffic  Noise.  Ambient  noise  levels  in  the  vicinity  of  the  project  are  typical  of  noise  levels  in 
downtown  San  Francisco.  The  ambient  noise  is  dominated  by  vehicular  traffic,  including  trucks, 
cars,  transit,  and  emergency  vehicles.  Generally,  traffic  must  double  in  volume  to  produce  a 
noticeable  increase  in  noise  levels.  Traffic  volumes  would  not  be  expected  to  double  as  a  result 
of  the  project;  therefore,  substantial  increases  in  traffic  noise  levels  would  not  be  anticipated  in 
the  project  area.  Traffic  noise  will  not  be  analyzed  further  in  the  EIR. 

Building  Equipment  Noise.  The  proposed  project  would  include  mechanical  equipment,  such  as 
air  conditioning  units  and  chillers,  which  could  produce  operational  noise.  These  operations 
would  be  subject  to  the  San  Francisco  Noise  Ordinance,  Article  29,  Section  2909,  which  limits 
noise  from  building  operations.  Substantial  increases  in  the  ambient  noise  level  due  to  building 
equipment  noise  would  not  be  anticipated.  At  the  project  location,  operational  noise  would  not 
be  expected  to  be  noticeable,  given  background  noise  levels  in  this  area.  No  fiirther  analysis  is 
necessary  and  the  EIR  will  not  discuss  building  equipment  noise  fiirther. 

Interior  Noise  and  Existing  Noise  Levels 

Residential  and  hotel  uses  would  be  included  in  the  proposed  development.  Title  24  of  the 
California  Code  of  Regulations  establishes  uniform  noise  insulation  standards  for  residential 
projects  (including  hotels  and  motels).  The  Department  of  Building  Inspection  (DBI)  would 
review  the  final  building  plans  to  insure  that  the  building  wall  and  floor/ceiling  assemblies  meet 
state  standards  regarding  sound  transmission. 

The  existing  background  noise  levels  in  the  project  area  are  typical  of,  or  possibly  higher  than 
typical  noise  levels  in  downtown  San  Francisco.  The  existing  noise  would  be  occasionally 
noticeable  within  the  proposed  building  and  would  dominate  the  noise  environment  of  the 
proposed  project's  exterior  publicly  accessible  open  space  (the  outdoor  terraces  on  the  south  side 
of  the  site).  Because  the  proposed  development  would  comply  with  the  Title  24  noise  insulation 
requirements,  the  existing  noise  environment  would  not  significantly  affect  occupant  use.  Based 
on  this  information,  the  effect  of  existing  noise  levels  on  the  proposed  development  will  not 
require  fiirther  analysis  in  the  EIR. 

In  summary,  with  the  mitigation  measure  identified  herein,  noise  impacts,  including  construction, 
traffic,  operational,  and  interior  noise,  would  not  have  a  significant  impact  and  require  no  fiirther 
analysis  in  the  EIR. 

6.  Air  Quality/Climate  -  Could  the  project:  Yes  No  Discussed 

a.  Violate  any  ambient  air  quality  standard 
or  contribute  substantially  to  an  existing 

or  projected  air  quality  violation?  To  be  determined 
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Yes 


No 


Discussed 


b.  Expose  sensitive  receptors  to  substantial 
pollutant  concentrations? 


X 


X 


c.  Permeate  its  vicinity  with  objectionable 
odors? 


X 


X 


d.  Alter  wind,  moisture  or  temperature 
(including  sun  shading  effects)  so  as 
to  substantially  affect  public  areas,  or 
change  the  climate  either  in  the  community 
or  region? 


To  be  determined 


Effects  on  Ambient  Air  Quality 

Construction  Emissions.  Demolition,  excavation,  grading,  foundation  and  other  ground 
disturbing  construction  activity  would  temporarily  affect  localized  air  quality  for  up  to  about  six 
months,  causing  a  temporary  increase  in  particulate  dust  and  other  pollutants.  Excavation  and 
movement  of  heavy  equipment  could  create  fugitive  dust  and  emit  nitrogen  oxides  (NOx), 
carbon  monoxide  (CO),  sulphur  dioxide  (SO2),  reactive  organic  gases,  or  hydrocarbons  (ROG  or 
HC),  and  particulate  matter  with  a  diameter  of  less  than  10  microns  (PMio)  as  a  result  of  diesel 
fuel  combustion. 

Dust  emission  during  demolition  and  excavation  would  increase  particulate  concentrations  near 
the  site.  Dustfall  can  be  expected  at  times  on  surfaces  within  200  to  800  feet.  Under  high  winds 
exceeding  12  miles  per  hour,  localized  effects  including  human  discomfort  might  occur 
downwind  from  blowing  dust.  Construction  dust  is  composed  primarily  of  particularly  large 
particles  that  settle  out  of  the  atmosphere  more  rapidly  with  increasing  distance  from  the  source 
and  are  easily  filtered  by  human  breathing  passages.  In  general,  construction  dust  would  result 
in  more  of  a  nuisance  than  a  health  hazard  in  the  vicinity  of  construction  activities.  About  one- 
third  of  the  dust  generated  by  construction  activities  consists  of  smaller  size  particles  in  the  range 
that  can  be  inhaled  by  humans  (i.e.  particles  10  microns  or  smaller  in  diameter  known  as  PM,o), 
although  those  particles  are  generally  inert.  More  of  a  nuisance  than  a  hazard  for  most  people, 
this  dust  could  affect  persons  with  respiratory  diseases  immediately  downwind  of  the  site,  as 
well  as  sensitive  electronics  or  communications  equipment. 

While  construction  emissions  would  occur  in  short-term,  temporary  phases,  they  could  cause 
adverse  effects  on  local  air  quality.  The  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Management  District 
(BAAQMD),  in  its  CEQA  Guidelines,  has  developed  an  analytical  approach  that  obviates  the 
need  to  quantitatively  estimate  these  emissions.  To  this  end,  the  BAAQMD  has  identified  a  set 
of  feasible  PMjg  control  measures  for  construction  activities.  The  project  would  include  these 
measures  to  reduce  the  effects  of  construction  activities  to  an  insignificant  level.  They  would 
include  wetting  down  the  site  twice  daily,  covering  soil,  sand,  and  other  material;  and  daily  street 
sweeping  around  the  demolition  and  construction  sites  (see  Mitigation  Measure  2  on  pp.  48-49). 
San  Francisco  Ordinance  175-91,  adopted  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  on  May  6,  1991,  requires 
that  non-potable  water  be  used  for  dust  control  activities.  Therefore,  contractors  would  obtain 
reclaimed  water  from  the  San  Francisco  Clean  Water  Program.  Because  the  project  would 
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include  this  mitigation  measure  and  measures  required  by  ordinance,  it  would  not  cause 
significant  construction-related  air  quality  effects.  Therefore,  the  EIR  will  not  address  these 
effects  fiirther. 

Traffic  Emissions.  Air  quality  impacts  from  the  proposed  project,  as  well  as  cumulative  impacts 
related  to  development  of  the  project  and  other  projects  in  the  vicinity,  would  occur  due  to 
increased  traffic  in  the  region.  Region-wide  emissions  will  be  assessed  in  the  EIR  and  compared 
to  the  BAAQMD's  significance  thresholds  for  regional  impacts.  Also  of  concern  are  CO 
emissions  and  the  possibility  of  exceeding  CO  standards  at  congested  intersections  and  near 
sensitive  receptors.  The  impact  of  vehicular  CO  emissions  on  local  ambient  air  quality  will  be 
assessed  in  the  EIR.  CO  concentrations  will  be  estimated  for  existing,  existing-plus-project,  and 
future-with-project  conditions.  The  results  of  the  analysis  will  be  compared  to  state  and  federal 
ambient  air  quality  standards  to  evaluate  impacts. 

Toxic  Air  Contaminant  Emissions/Objectionable  Odors 

The  proposed  project  would  include  new  retail,  office,  hotel  and  residential  space,  as  well  as  new 
parking  areas.  These  uses  could  require  operation  of  natural-gas-fired  boilers  or  chillers  that 
could  emit  trace  quantities  of  toxic  air  contaminants,  but  they  are  not  expected  to  have  the 
potential  to  generate  toxic  air  contaminants  in  substantial  amounts  or  create  objectionable  odors. 
Therefore,  the  EIR  will  not  discuss  this  issue  further. 

Wind 

In  order  to  provide  a  comfortable  wind  environment  for  people  in  San  Francisco,  the  City 
established  specific  comfort  criteria  to  be  used  in  the  evaluation  of  proposed  buildings  in  certain 
areas  of  the  City.  The  City  Planning  Code  thus  sets  forth  wind  criteria  for  the  proposed  project, 
which  is  in  the  C-3  District.  Planning  Code  Section  148(a)  establishes  comfort  criteria  of  1 1 
miles  per  hour  (mph)  equivalent  wind  speed  for  pedestrian  areas  and  7  mph  for  seating  areas,  not 
to  be  exceeded  more  than  10%  of  the  time  year-round,  between  7:00  a.m.  and  6:00  p.m.  Section 
148(a)  also  establishes  that  no  building  or  addition  would  be  permitted  in  C-3  districts  that 
would  cause  equivalent  wind  speeds  to  exceed  the  hazard  level  of  26  miles  per  hour  for  more 
than  a  single  full  hour  per  year.  No  exception  may  be  granted  to  this  latter  criterion.  The  project 
would  develop  the  site  with  a  building  ranging  in  height  from  about  125  feet  to  about  605  feet, 
about  535  feet  taller  than  the  tallest  existing  building  on  the  site.  Because  the  project  would 
result  in  a  substantial  increase  in  height  and  mass  on  the  site,  and  because  of  the  requirements  of 
Section  148  (a),  the  EIR  will  analyze  the  project's  effects  on  existing  wind  conditions.  A  wind 
tunnel  test  will  be  performed  and  the  effects  of  the  project  will  be  compared  to  the  applicable 
criteria. 

Shadow 

City  Planning  Code  Section  295  restricts  net  new  shadow  upon  public  spaces  under  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  Recreation  and  Park  Department  by  any  structure  exceeding  40  feet  unless  the 
City  Planning  Commission,  in  consultation  with  the  Recreation  and  Park  Department,  finds  the 
impact  to  be  insignificant.  Shadow  studies  prepared  pursuant  to  Section  295  show  that  the 
project  would  not  cast  any  net  new  shadow  on  potentially  affected  open  spaces  under  the 
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jurisdiction  of  the  Recreation  and  Park  Department  including  Justin  Hermann  Plaza,  Union 
Square,  St.  Mary's  Square,  Portsmouth  Square,  the  Chinese  Playground,  and  Maritime  Plaza. 
Therefore,  project  shadows  would  not  have  a  significant  impact.^^  The  proposed  project  would 
increase  shadows  on  the  existing  Transbay  Terminal  Plaza,  and  could  potentially  increase 
shadows  on  other  publicly  accessible  open  spaces  and  sidewalks  in  the  vicinity.  A  shadow  study 
showing  project  shadow  in  the  project  vicinity,  over  the  day  and  year,  will  be  completed.  The 
EIR  will  discuss  its  results  for  informational  purposes. 

7.  Utilities/Public  Services  -  Could  the  project:  Yes  No  Discussed 

a.  Breach  published  national,  state  or  local 
standards  relating  to  solid  waste  or  litter 

control?  _  XX 

b.  Extend  a  sewer  trunk  line  with  capacity 

to  serve  new  development?  _  X  X 

c.  Substantially  increase  demand  for 

recreation  or  other  public  facilities?  _  X  _ 

d.  Require  major  expansion  of  power,  water, 

or  communications  facilities?  :  _  X  X 

The  proposed  project  is  on  a  site  that  is  currently  served  by  fire,  police,  solid  waste  collection, 
recreational  facilities,  water,  gas,  and  electricity.  The  project  proposes  to  increase  development 
on  the  site.  Thus,  the  project  would  increase  the  demand  for  and  use  of  public  services  and 
utilities  on  the  site,  and  would  increase  water  and  energy  consumption,  but  not  in  excess  of 
amounts  expected  and  provided  for  in  this  area.  No  need  for  any  expansion  of  public  utilities  or 
public  service  facilities  is  anticipated  due  to  the  project. 

Dovmtovm  residential  units  are  less  likely  to  be  occupied  by  families  with  children,  than  units 
elsewhere  in  the  City.  Even  assuming  the  project's  residential  space  were  to  be  occupied  by  the 
number  of  children  typical  of  San  Francisco  as  a  whole,  there  could  be  up  to  72  school-age 
children  (spread  among  elementary  school,  middle  school  and  high  school)  living  in  the 
proposed  residential  units.^^  Given  this  number  of  additional  new  students,  development  of  the 
proposed  project  would  not  require  the  construction  of  a  new  school,  and  all  new  students  could 


CADP,  301  Mission  Street,  Analysis  of  Shadows  on  Recreation  and  Park  Department  Properties, 
January  1 1,  2002.  This  report  is  on  file  with  the  Planning  Department,  1660  Mission  Street,  San  Francisco,  and  is 
available  for  public  review  as  part  of  the  project  file. 
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City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  Planning  Department  and  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency, 
Mission  Bay  Final  Subsequent  EIR,  Planning  Department  File  No.  96.77 IE,  SCH  No.  97092068,  Vol.  IV, 
Appendices,  L.  Community  Services  and  Utilities,  pp.  L.3-4  and  Table  L.l,  p.  L.5,  certified  September  17,  1998. 
For  typical  San  Francisco  neighborhoods,  this  report  estimates  children  of  ages  5  through  9  comprise  about  5.5%  of 
the  total  population;  children  of  ages  10  through  14  comprise  about  6%  of  the  total  population;  and  children  of  ages 
15  through  17  comprise  about  3.3%  of  the  total  population.  Therefore,  there  could  be  as  many  as  72  school-age 
children  amongst  the  projected  488  occupants  of  the  proposed  project. 
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be  accommodated  by  existing  schools  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  San  Francisco  Unified  School 
District  (SFUSD).  The  project  would  be  required  to  pay  City  school  fees. 

Therefore,  the  project  would  result  in  a  less-than-significant  impact  on  public  services  and 
utilities,  and  this  topic  will  not  be  included  in  the  EIR. 

Power  and  Communications  Facilities 

The  project  site  is  served  by  power  and  communication  facilities.  The  new  building  would 
require  typical  utility  connections  and  could  tap  into  existing  power  and  communications  grids. 
Therefore,  no  new  power  or  communications  facilities  would  be  necessary  as  a  result  of  project 
implementation. 

The  proposed  project  would  increase  demand  for  and  use  of  public  services,  but  not  in  excess  of 
amounts  expected  and  provided  for  in  this  area.  San  Francisco  consumers  have  recently 
experienced  rising  energy  costs  and  uncertainties  regarding  the  supply  of  electricity.  The  root 
causes  of  these  conditions  are  under  investigation  and  are  the  subject  of  much  debate.  Part  of  the 
problem  is  thought  to  be  that  the  State  does  not  generate  sufficient  energy  to  meet  its  demand 
and  must  import  energy  from  outside  sources.  Another  part  of  the  problem  may  be  the  lack  of 
cost  controls  as  a  result  of  deregulation.  The  California  Energy  Commission  (CEC)  is  currently 
considering  applications  for  the  development  of  new  power-generating  facilities  in  San 
Francisco,  the  Bay  Area,  and  elsewhere  in  the  State.  These  facilities  could  supply  additional 
energy  to  the  power  supply  "grid"  within  the  next  few  years.  These  efforts,  together  with 
conservation,  will  be  part  of  the  statewide  effort  to  achieve  energy  sufficiency.  The  project 
would  not  be  built  and  occupied  until  about  2005;  therefore,  additional  generating  facilities  may 
have  been  completed  by  the  time  the  project  is  in  operation.  The  project-generated  demand  for 
electricity  would  be  negligible  in  the  context  of  the  overall  demand  with  San  Francisco  and  the 
State,  and  would  not  in  and  of  itself  require  a  major  expansion  of  power  facilities.  Therefore,  the 
energy  demand  associated  with  the  proposed  project  would  not  result  in  a  significant  physical 
environmental  effect, 

8.  Biology  -  Could  the  project:  Yes  No  Discussed 

a.  Substantially  affect  a  rare  or  endangered  t       -  : 
species  of  animal  or  plant,  or  the  habitat 

of  the  species?    _2L  _2L 

b.  Substantially  diminish  habitat  for  fish, 
wildlife  or  plants,  or  interfere  substantially 
with  the  movement  of  any  resident  or  migratory 

fish  or  wildlife  species?  _  JL  JL 

c.  Require  removal  of  substantial  numbers 

of  mature,  scenic  trees?  _  _2(_  _ 

No  known  rare,  threatened  or  endangered  species  are  known  to  exist  in  the  vicinity.  The 
proposed  project  is  in  a  developed  urban  area  and  does  not  support  or  provide  habitat  for  any 
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rare  or  endangered  wildlife  species.  No  other  important  biological  resources  exist  on  the  site, 
which  is  completely  covered  by  impervious  surfaces  and  a  vacant  lot  that  does  not  provide 
habitat.  Development  of  the  site  would  not  affect  plant  or  animal  habitats.  The  project  would 
not  interfere  with  any  resident  or  migratory  species.  Therefore,  this  topic  requires  no  further 
analysis  and  will  not  be  discussed  in  the  EIR. 

9.  Geology/Topography  -  Could  the  project:  Yes  No  Discussed 

a.  Expose  people  or  structures  to  major 
geologic  hazards  (slides,  subsidence, 

erosion  and  liquefaction)?  _  JC_  X_ 

b.  Change  substantially  the  topography 
or  any  unique  geologic  or  physical 

features  of  the  site?  _  X_  X 

Geological  Hazards 

The  Community  Safety  Element  of  the  San  Francisco  General  Plan  contains  maps  that  show 
areas  of  the  City  subject  to  geologic  hazards.  The  project  site  is  located  in  an  area  subject  to 
"non-structural  to  moderate"  damage  (Modified  Mercalli  Intensity  VII  to  VIII)  from  seismic 
groundshaking  originated  by  a  characteristic  earthquake  (Moment  Magnitude  7.1)  along  the  San 
Andreas  fault  approximately  six  miles  southwest  of  San  Francisco,  and  the  Northern  Hayward 
fault  approximately  12  miles  northeast  of  San  Francisco  (Maps  2  and  3  in  the  Community  Safety 
Element).  During  a  major  earthquake  on  a  segment  of  one  of  the  nearby  faults,  strong  to  very 
strong  shaking  is  expected  to  occur  at  the  project  site.^"*  The  project  site  is  not  in  an  area  subject 
to  landslide,  seiche  or  tsunami  run-up,  or  reservoir  inundation  hazards  (Maps  5,  6,  and  7  in  the 
Community  Safety  Element).^^  The  project  site  is  not  in  an  Alquist-Priolo  Earthquake  Fault 
Zone.'^ 

The  project  site  is  located  in  an  area  of  liquefaction  potential  (Map  4  of  the  Community  Safety 
Element  of  the  San  Francisco  General  Plan),  in  a  Seismic  Hazards  Study  Zone  (SHSZ) 
designated  by  the  California  Division  of  Mines  and  Geology. For  any  development  proposal  in 
an  area  of  liquefaction  potential,  the  DBI  will,  in  its  review  of  the  building  permit  application, 
require  the  project  sponsor  to  prepare  a  geotechnical  report  pursuant  to  the  State  Seismic 


Treadwell  &  Rollo,  Inc.,  Geotechnical  Investigation  for  301  Mission  Street^  San  Francisco,  California, 
August  14,  2001 ,  (hereinafter  Treadwell  &  Rollo,  Geotechnical  Investigation),  p.  1 1 .  This  report  is  on  file  with  the 
Planning  Department,  1660  Mission  Street,  San  Francisco,  and  is  available  for  public  review  as  part  of  the  project 
file. 

25 

Ibid.  See  also  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  Community  Safety  Element,  San  Francisco  General 
Plan,  April  1997. 

26 

California  Division  of  Mines  and  Geology,  Fault  Rupture  Hazards  Zone  in  California,  Alquist-Priolo 
Earthquake  Fault  Zoning  Act  with  Index  to  Earthquake  Fault  Zone  Maps.  Special  Publication  42,  revised  1997, 
Figure  4B. 
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Hazards  Mapping  Act.  The  report  would  assess  the  nature  and  severity  of  the  hazard(s)  on  the 
site  and  recommend  project  design  and  construction  features  that  would  reduce  the  hazard(s). 

A  preliminary  geotechnical  investigation  was  prepared  for  the  project  site  by  a  California- 
licensed  geotechnical  engineer,  and  is  summarized  here.^^  The  project  site  is  generally  flat  and 
the  site  elevation  is  approximately  nine  feet  above  mean  sea  level. The  project  site  is  a  filled 
portion  of  Verba  Buena  Cove.^°  Three  existing  buildings  and  a  fenced,  vacant  lot  presently 
occupy  the  site.  The  345  Mission  Street  vacant  lot  was  formerly  occupied  by  a  nine-story 
building  with  one  basement  level.  The  building  was  demolished  after  it  was  damaged  in  the 
1989  Loma  Prieta  earthquake;  the  rubble  and  building  debris  from  the  demolition  were  used  to 
fill  the  basement  level.  The  old  basement  slab  and  foundations  are  still  present  beneath  the  site.^' 
The  old  basement  slab,  consisting  of  about  five  to  eleven  inches  of  concrete,  was  encountered 
approximately  1 1  feet  below  the  ground  surface.  About  three  feet  of  concrete  was  encountered 
below  the  old  basement  slab,  to  depths  of  about  15  to  17  feet  below  the  ground  surface.^^ 

The  geotechnical  investigation  indicates  the  subsurface  conditions  at  the  site  consist  of  up  to  23 
feet  of  heterogenous  fill.  The  fill  generally  consists  of  very  loose  to  loose  sandy  gravel  and 
gravelly  sand  with  large  amounts  of  rubble,  which  includes  concrete,  wood  and  brick  debris.^^ 
The  fill  is  underlain  by  relatively  compressible  Marine  Deposits  extending  to  depths  of  about  43 
to  44  feet  below  the  ground  surface.  The  Marine  Deposits  consist  primarily  of  very  soft  to 
medium  stiff  clay,  clay  with  sand  and  sandy  clay  interbedded  with  very  loose  to  medium  dense 
sand  and  clayey  sand.^'*  Consolidation  tests  performed  on  representative  samples  of  the  clay 
show  that  it  is  overconsolidated.^^  Below  the  Marine  Deposits,  dense  to  very  dense  sand  with 
varying  amounts  of  clay  and  silt  was  encountered.  The  sand  extended  to  depths  ranging  from  80 
to  101  feet  below  the  ground  surface.  Some  interbedded  layers  of  medium  densersand  and 
medium  stiff  to  stiff  sandy  clay,  approximately  seven  to  twelve  feet  and  five  to  eleven  feet  in 
thickness,  respectively,  were  also  encountered  within  the  dense-to-very-dense  sand  layer.  The 
sandy  soil  is  underlain  by  stiff  to  hard  clay  and  sandy  clay,  locally  known  as  Old  Bay  Clay,  to 
the  maximum  explored  depth  of  155.5  feet  below  the  ground  surface.^^ 


no 

Treadwell  &  Rollo,  Geotechnical  Investigation. 

Treadwell  &  Rollo,  Inc.,  Phase  I,  Environmental  Site  Assessment  for  124  Beale  Street,  129  Fremont 
Street,  301  Mission  Street,  and  345  Mission  Street,  San  Francisco,  California,  June  28,  2001,  (hereinafter  Treadwell 
&  Rollo,  Phase  I),  p.  3.  This  report  is  on  file  with  the  Planning  Department,  1660  Mission  Street,  San  Francisco,  and 
is  available  for  public  review  as  part  of  the  project  file. 

■'^  According  to  the  1853  U.S.  Coast  Survey  Map  of  San  Francisco. 

^'  Treadwell  &  Rollo,  Geotechnical  Investigation,  p.  6.  The  type  of  foundafion  system  the  building  was 
supported  on  is  unknown,  as  foundation  plans  for  the  previous  building  are  not  available  at  this  time. 

"  Ibid.,  p.  7.  The  old  basement  slab  and  concrete  are  remnants  of  the  foundation  system  for  the  nine-story 
structure  that  previously  existed  at  this  lot. 

"  Ibid,  p.  6. 
Ibid. 

Ibid.,  p.  7.  Ovcrconsolidatcd  soil  has  experienced  greater  loads  that  than  the  present  weight  of  soil 
overburden. 

Ibid. 
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Groundwater  was  encountered  on  site  at  elevations  ranging  from  12  to  15.5  feet  below  the 
ground  surface.  On  the  basis  of  available  groundwater  information  at  nearby  sites,  including  the 
199  Fremont  Street  site,  the  groundwater  level  at  the  project  site  was  estimated  to  be  about  10  to 
12  feet  below  the  ground  surface."  The  high  groundwater  level  at  the  project  site  was  judged  to 
be  about  6  feet  below  the  ground  surface.^^  Regional  groundwater  flow  in  the  area  is  believed  to 
be  to  the  north-northeast,  towards  San  Francisco  Bay.^' 

The  proposed  project  would  require  excavation  to  a  depth  of  about  40  feet  below  street  grade  and 
would  result  in  the  removal  of  about  74,300  cubic  yards  of  soil.  The  loose  to  medium-dense 
sand  and  a  large  amount  of  Marine  Deposits  below  the  fill,  encountered  in  the  upper  35  feet, 
would  be  removed  during  excavation  for  the  proposed  basements.'"'  Therefore,  settlement  from 
differential  compaction  would  not  occur  below  the  foundation  level.  However,  layers  of 
saturated,  loose  to  medium-dense  sand  exist  below  the  proposed  basement  excavation,  within  the 
Marine  deposits  and  the  dense  sand  layer  below.  Analyses  of  subsurface  information  indicate 
the  saturated,  loose  to  medium-dense  clayey  and  silty  sand  encountered  below  the  proposed 
excavation  is  susceptible  to  liquefaction  during  a  moderate  to  large  earthquake  on  one  of  the 
nearby  faults.  It  is  estimated  that  liquefaction-induced  settlement  of  about  one  inch  may  occur 
beneath  the  building  footprint.'*'  According  to  the  report,  outside  of  the  excavation,  significant 
subsidence  of  streets  and  sidewalks  could  occur  during  an  earthquake.  This  settlement  is 
expected  to  be  random  and  erratic,  and  could  disrupt  utilities  and  damage  sidewalks  and  streets. 

The  primary  technical  concerns  are  the  magnitude  of  seismically-induced  ground  settlement 
resulting  from  liquefaction;  the  presence  of  compressible  Marine  Deposits  below  the  entire  site; 
the  depth  of  excavation  for  the  three  basement  levels;  the  presence  of  Marine  Deposits  at  the 
proposed  base  of  excavation;  and  the  presence  of  groundwater  at  a  higher  level  than  the 
proposed  excavation  depth. 

The  report  contains  recommendations  summarized  below: 

Foundations.  Because  of  the  composition  of  the  subsurface  material  at  the  site,  it  is 
recommended  that  the  building  structure  proposed  for  the  site  be  supported  by  deep  (driven 
piles)  foundations.'*'^  The  report  recommends  predrilling  of  piles. 

Shoring.  Excavations  deeper  than  five  feet  entered  by  workers  should  be  shored  or  sloped  for 
safety  in  accordance  with  the  Occupational  Safety  and  Health  Administration  (OSHA)  standards 
(29  CFR  Part  1926).  Because  there  is  insufficient  space  to  slope  the  sides  of  the  deep 
excavations,  the  proposed  structure  would  need  shoring.'*^  Therefore,  shoring  requirements 


Ibid.,  p.  8.  It  is  anticipated  that  the  groundwater  level  would  vary  a  little  seasonally  depending  on  the 
amount  of  rainfall  and  time  of  the  year.  Previous  studies  in  the  area  encountered  groundwater  at  an  approximate 
depth  of  14  feet  below  ground  surface.  See  Treadwell  &  RoUo,  Phase  /,  p.  3. 

Ibid.,  p.  8. 

Treadwell  &  Rollo,  Phase  /,  p.  3. 
^'^  Ibid,  pp.  12-13. 
Ibid,  p.  12. 

'^^  Treadwell  &  Rollo,  Geotechnical  Investigation,  p.  13. 
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would  be  an  important  construction  consideration.''''  The  Treadwell  &  Rollo  geotechnical  report 
recommends  soldier  pile  and  lagging,  SPTC  (soldier  pile  tremie  concrete),  and  soil/cement  walls 
as  the  best  options  for  shoring/^ 

Site  Preparation  and  Grading.  Old  building  slabs,  foundations  and  other  obstruction  would  be 
encountered  during  installation  and  excavation  within  the  sandy  fill/^  On-site  fill  is  suitable  for 
reuse  provided  it  is  acceptable  from  an  environmental  standpoint  and  meets  certain  technical 
requirements/^ 

Dewatering.  Because  of  the  shallow  nature  of  the  water  table,  it  is  likely  that  dewatering  would 
be  necessary''^  (discussed  fiarther  in  the  "Water"  section  herein)  to  reduce  the  potential  settlement 
effects  of  dewatering  on  nearby  streets  and  properties. 

The  geotechnical  report  found  the  site  suitable  for  development,  providing  that  the 
recommendations  included  in  the  report  were  incorporated  into  the  design  and  construction  of 
the  proposed  development.  The  sponsor  has  agreed  to  follow  the  recommendations  of  the  report 
in  constructing  the  project. 

To  ensure  compliance  with  all  San  Francisco  Building  Code  provisions  regarding  structural 
safety,  when  DBI  reviews  the  geotechnical  report  and  building  plans  for  a  proposed  project,  it 
will  determine  necessary  engineering  and  design  features  for  the  project  to  reduce  potential 
damage  to  structures  from  groundshaking  and  liquefaction.  Therefore,  potential  damage  to 
structures  from  geologic  hazards  on  the  project  site  would  be  mitigated  through  the  DBI 
requirement  for  a  geotechnical  report  and  review  of  the  building  permit  application  pursuant  to 
its  implementation  of  the  Building  Code. 

Topography/Unique  Geological  Features 

The  site  is  essentially  level.  The  proposed  project  would  not  alter  the  topography  of  the  site,  or 
otherwise  affect  any  unique  geologic  or  physical  features  of  the  site. 

In  view  of  the  above,  the  project  would  not  have  a  significant  effect  regarding  geology,  provided 
the  geotechnical  engineer's  recommendations  are  followed.  Therefore,  this  topic  requires  no 
further  analysis  in  the  EIR. 


''''  Ibid.  Shoring,  dewatering,  excavation  monitoring  and  unstable  subgrade  are  discussed  in  detail  in  the 
Treadwell  &  Rollo  report  on  pp.  14-18.  According  to  the  report  (p.  14),  additional  concerns  are  the  presence  of 
concrete  rubble  and  debris  in  the  fill,  and  the  presence  of  Marine  Deposits  exposed  at  the  base  of  the  basement 
excavation. 

'^^  Ibid.,  p.  15. 
Ibid.,  p.  18. 
Ibid 

'"*  Ibid.  I'xciivalion  for  the  basement  level  would  extend  about  33  feel  below  ihc  high  groundwater  level. 
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10. 


Water  -  Could  the  project: 


Yes 


No 


Discussed 


a.  Substantially  degrade  water  quality, 
or  contaminate  a  public  water  supply? 


X 


X 


b.  Substantially  degrade  or  deplete  ground- 
water resources,  or  interfere  substantially 
with  groundwater  recharge? 


X 


X 


c.  Cause  substantial  flooding,  erosion  or  siltation? 


X 


X 


Water  Quality 

The  project  would  not  substantially  degrade  water  quality  or  contaminate  a  public  water  supply. 
All  sanitary  wastewater  from  the  proposed  buildings  and  stormwater  runoff  from  the  project  site 
would  be  collected  and  treated  at  the  Southeast  Water  Pollution  Control  Plant  prior  to  discharge 
in  San  Francisco  Bay.  Treatment  would  be  provided  pursuant  to  the  effluent  discharge 
limitations  set  by  the  Plant's  National  Pollutant  Discharge  Elimination  System  (NPDES)  permit. 
See  "Flooding,  Erosion,  and  Siltation"  below  for  a  discussion  of  water  quality  during 
construction. 

Reclaimed  Water.  The  project  site  is  within  the  Eastside  Reclaimed  Water  Use  Area  designated 
by  Section  1029  of  the  Reclaimed  Water  Use  Ordinance  (approved  November  7,  1991),  which 

added  Article  22  to  Part  II,  Chapter  X  of  the  San  Francisco  Municipal  Code  (Public  Works  

Code).  Effective  180  days  from  the  date  of  the  ordinance,  non-residential  projects  over  40,000 
sq.  ft.  which  require  a  site  permit,  building  permit,  or  other  authorization,  and  are  located  within 
this  area  shall  provide  for  the  construction  and  operation  of  a  reclaimed  water  system  for  the 
transmission  of  reclaimed  water  within  buildings  and  structures.  That  is,  the  building  would 
need  to  be  designed  with  separate  plumbing  to  service  uses  (e.g.  toilets)  that  could  employ 
reclaimed  water.  The  ordinance  also  requires  that  owners,  operators,  or  managers  of  all  such 
development  projects  register  their  project  with  the  Water  Department.  The  Water  Department 
will  then  issue  a  certificate  of  intention  to  use  reclaimed  water,  and  reclaimed  water  shall  be  used 
unless  the  Water  Department  issues  a  certificate  exempting  compliance  because  reclaimed  water 
is  not  available,  an  alternative  water  supply  is  to  be  used,  or  the  sponsor  has  shown  that  the  use 
of  reclaimed  water  is  not  appropriate.  The  appropriate  use  of  reclaimed  water,  when  it  becomes 
available,  would  reduce  consumption  of  potable  water  in  the  area. 

Groundwater 

A  large  portion  of  the  project  site  is  covered  with  three  existing  buildings;  the  remainder  of  the 
site  is  vacant  unpaved  land.  The  project  site  would  be  entirely  covered  with  the  proposed 
project.  The  project  would  include  excavation  to  about  40  feet  in  depth  to  accommodate  three 
levels  of  underground  parking.  A  geotechnical  report  for  the  project  site  indicated  the  presence 
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of  groundwater  at  depths  of  approximately  10  to  12  feet  below  the  ground  surface.'*'  The  high 
groundwater  level  was  estimated  to  be  six  feet  below  the  ground  surface.  Because  of  the  shallow 
water  table,  it  is  likely  that  temporary  dewatering  would  be  necessary  for  this  project. 

Any  groundwater  encountered  during  construction  of  the  proposed  project  would  be  subject  to 
requirements  of  the  City's  Industrial  Waste  Ordinance  (Ordinance  Number  199-77),  requiring 
that  groundwater  meet  specified  water  quality  standards  before  it  may  be  discharged  into  the 
sewer  system.  Any  groundwater  pumped  from  the  site  shall  be  retained  in  a  holding  tank  to 
allow  suspended  particles  to  settle,  if  this  is  found  necessary  by  the  Bureau  of  Environmental 
Regulation  and  Management  of  the  S.F.  Public  Utilities  Commission,  to  reduce  the  amount  of 
sediment  entering  the  storm  drain/sewer  lines.  The  Bureau  must  be  notified  of  projects 
necessitating  dewatering,  and  may  require  water  analysis  before  discharge. 

The  preliminary  geotechnical  report  indicates  the  potential  for  structural  damage  to  surrounding 
structures  and  utilities  due  to  temporary  dewatering  at  the  project  site.  A  final  soils  report  would, 
be  required  by  the  DBI  to  address  the  potential  settlement  and  subsidence  impacts  of  this 
dewatering.  Based  upon  this  discussion,  the  report  would  contain  a  determination  as  to  whether 
or  not  a  lateral  movement  and  settlement  survey  should  be  done  to  monitor  any  movement  or 
settlement  of  surrounding  buildings  and  adjacent  streets.  If  a  monitoring  survey  is 
recommended,  the  DBI  would  require  that  a  Special  Inspector  (as  defined  in  Article  3  of  the 
Building  Code)  be  retained  by  the  project  sponsor  to  perform  this  monitoring. 
Groundwater  observation  wells  would  be  installed  to  monitor  the  level  of  the  water  table  and 
other  instruments  would  be  used  to  monitor  potential  settlement  and  subsidence.  If,  in  the 
judgment  of  the  Special  Inspector,  unacceptable  subsidence  were  to  occur  during  construction, 
groundwater  recharge  would  be  used  to  halt  this  settlement.  The  project  sponsor  would  delay 
construction  if  necessary.  Costs  for  the  survey  and  any  necessary  repairs  to  service  lines  under 
the  street  would  be  borne  by  the  project  sponsor. 

Flooding,  Erosion  and  Siltation 

The  site  is  partially  covered  with  buildings  and  partially  unpaved;  therefore,  the  impervious 
surfaces  at  the  site  would  be  increased.  Project-related  wastewater  and  storm  water  runoff  would 
continue  to  flow  to  the  City's  combined  sewer  system  and  would  be  treated  prior  to  discharge  to 
standards  contained  in  the  City's  National  Pollutant  Discharge  Elimination  System  (NPDES) 
Permit  for  the  Southeast  Water  Pollution  Control  Plant.  During  construction,  requirements  to 
reduce  erosion  would  be  implemented  pursuant  to  California  Building  Code  Chapter  33, 
Excavation  and  Grading.  During  operations,  the  project  would  comply  with  all  local  wastewater 
discharge  requirements.  Soil  would  be  exposed  during  site  preparation,  but  because  the  project 
site  is  relatively  flat,  the  potential  for  substantial  flooding,  erosion,  or  siltation  would  be  low. 

Based  on  the  above  discussion,  the  project  would  not  have  a  significant  impact,  and  hydrology 
and  water  quality  issues  do  not  require  further  analysis  in  the  EIR. 


Ibid.,  p.  8.  It  is  anticipated  that  the  groundwater  level  would  vary  a  little  seasonally  depending  on  the 
amount  of  rainfall  and  time  of  the  year.  Previous  studies  in  the  area  encountered  groundwater  at  an  approximate 
depth  of  14  feet  below  ground  surface.  See  Treadwell  &  Rollo,  Phase  I,  p.  3. 
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1 1 .  Energy/Natural  Resources  -  Could  the  project: 


Yes 


No 


Discussed 


a.  Encourage  activities  which  result  in 

the  use  of  large  amounts  of  fuel,  water, 

or  energy,  or  use  these  in  a  wastefiil  manner? 


X 


X 


b.  Have  a  substantial  effect  on  the  potential 
use,  extraction,  or  depletion  of  a  natural 
resource? 


X 


X 


Energy  Use 


The  project  includes  new  residential  units,  an  extended-stay  hotel,  office  space,  retail  space  and 
parking  uses.  Development  of  these  uses  would  not  result  in  use  of  large  amounts  of  fuel,  water 
or  energy  in  the  context  of  energy  use  throughout  the  City  and  region.  The  project  demand 
would  be  typical  for  a  project  of  this  scope  and  nature  and  would  meet,  or  exceed,  current  state 
and  local  codes  and  standards  concerning  energy  consumption,  including  Title  24  of  the 
California  Code  of  Regulations  enforced  by  DBI.  For  this  reason,  the  project  would  not  cause  a 
wasteful  use  of  energy,  and  would  have  a  less-than-significant  impact  on  energy  and  natural 
resources,  and  no  further  analysis  is  required  in  the  EIR. 

Natural  Resource  Consumption  .  . 

The  project  would  use  natural  gas  and  coal  fuel  to  generate  the  electricity  for  the  project.  The 
project  would  not  use  substantial  quantities  of  other  non-renewable  natural  resources.  It  would 
not  use  fuel  or  water  in  an  atypical  or  wasteful  manner.  Therefore,  the  project  would  not  have  a 
significant  effect  on  the  use,  extraction,  or  depletion  of  a  natural  resource,  and  no  fiarther  analysis 
is  required. 

12.  Hazards  -  Could  the  project:  Yes  No  Discussed 

a.  Create  a  potential  public  health 
hazard  or  involve  the  use,  production 
or  disposal  of  materials  which  pose  a 

hazard  to  people  or  animal  or  plant     -  ^  :  -  

populations  in  the  area  affected?  _        .  Ji_ 

b.  Interfere  with  emergency  response  plans  i 

or  emergency  evacuation  plans?  _  _X_  X_ 

c.  Create  a  potentially  substantial  fire 


Public  Health  Hazards  and  Hazardous  Materials 

The  proposed  project  would  involve  residential,  hotel,  retail,  and  office  development  that  would 
require  relatively  small  quantities  of  hazardous  materials  for  routine  business  and  household 


hazard? 


X 


X 
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purposes,  during  project  operation.  The  development  would  likely  handle  common  types  of 
hazardous  materials,  such  as  paints,  cleaners,  toners,  solvents,  and  disinfectants.  These 
commercial  products  are  labeled  to  inform  users  of  potential  risks  and  to  instruct  them  in 
appropriate  handling  and  disposal  procedures.  Most  of  these  materials  are  consumed  through 
use,  resulting  in  relatively  little  waste.  Businesses  are  required  by  law  to  ensure  employee  safety 
by  identifying  hazardous  materials  in  the  workplace,  providing  safety  information  to  workers 
that  handle  hazardous  materials,  and  adequately  train  workers.  For  these  reasons,  hazardous 
materials  use  by  the  project  would  not  pose  any  substantial  public  health  or  safety  hazards 
related  to  hazardous  materials.  The  proposed  project  would  have  underground  fuel  tanks^°  on  the 
site  associated  with  an  emergency  generator  and  a  water  pump  for  fire  fighting.  The  project 
would  need  approval  from  the  DPH  to  install  an  underground  fuel  tank,  in  addition  to  approval 
from  any  other  City  department  that  has  permit  requirements.^'  The  fuel  tanks  would  comply 
with  current  safety,  hazards,  and  permit  regulations  and  would  not  pose  any  unusual  risk  to 
public  health  or  the  environment. 

Soil  and  Groundwater 

Past  Uses  of  Hazardous  Materials.  Past  activities  at  the  project  site  and  in  its  vicinity  have 
resulted  in  the  release  of  contaminants  into  soil  and  groundwater.  A  Phase  1  Environmental  Site 
Assessment,  and  a  Phase  II  Environmental  Site  Characterization,  performed  on  the  site,  were 
prepared  for  the  site  in  June  and  August  2001,  respectively."  These  studies  list  current  and  past 
operations,  review  environmental  agency  databases  and  records,  report  site  reconnaissance 
observations,  summarize  potential  contamination  issues  that  warrant  further  investigation  (Phase 
I  report),  and  report  laboratory  test  results  for  limited  soil  and  groundwater  sampling  at  the  site, 
and  preliminary  recommendations  regarding  hazardous  materials  on  site  and  soil  handling 
procedures  (Phase  11  report).  The  information  available  in  the  two  studies  is  summarized  below: 

Previous  studies  in  the  area  encountered  groundwater  at  depths  of  approximately  10  to  14  feet 
below  ground  surface;  high  groundwater  was  estimated  to  be  three  feet  below  the  ground 
surface. Regional  groundwater  flow  in  the  area  is  believed  to  be  to  the  north-northeast, 
towards  San  Francisco  Bay.^"*  This  suggests  that  former  activities  conducted  at  blocks  to  the 
south-southwest  of  the  site  have  the  highest  potential  to  impact  soil  and  groundwater  beneath  the 
site.  ... 


Located  at  the  first  basement  level. 
^'  Telephone  conversation,  Patrick  Fosdahl,  Senior  Environmental  Health  Inspector,  Department  of  Public 
Health  with  Turnstone  Consulting,  April  15,  2002. 

Treadwell  &  Rollo,  Inc.,  Phase  I  Environmental  Site  Assessment  for  124  Beale  Street,  129  Fremont 
Street,  301  Mission  Street,  and  345  Mission  Street,  San  Francisco,  California,  June  28,  2001  (hereinafter  P/?(35e/); 
and  Treadwell  &  Rollo,  Inc.,  Environmental  Site  Characterization  for  301  Mission  Street,  San  Francisco, 
California,  August  13,  2001  (hereinafter  P/ia^e  11).  These  reports  are  on  file  with  the  Planning  Department,  1660 
Mission  Street,  San  Francisco,  and  are  available  for  public  review  as  part  of  the  project  file. 

"  Treadwell  &  Rollo,  Geotechnical  Investigation,  p.  8;  and  Treadwell  &  Rollo,  Phase  /,  p.  3.  The 
information  is  based  on  available  information  al  nearby  sites,  including  the  199  Fremont  Street  site. 
Treadwell  &  Rollo,  Pha.se  1,  p.  3. 
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Manufacturing,  industrial  and  commercial  activities  have  been  operating  in  the  site  area  since  at 
least  the  late  1880's,  and  these  have  the  potential  to  impact  soil  and  groundwater  quality.  The 
301  Mission  Street  and  124  Beale  Street  properties  were  occupied  by  machine  shops,  boiler 
works,  offices,  the  Dow  Steam  Pump  Works,  a  restaurant,  a  kitchen  and  a  wagon  room  from 
approximately  1887  to  1899.  By  1899,  T.J  Moynahan's  Boiler  Works  and  the  Dow  Steam  Pump 
Works  had  taken  over  all  of  both  properties.  By  1913,  they  were  occupied  by  W.  P.  Fuller  and 
Co.  Paints,  Oils,  and  Glass,  and  a  machine  shop.  After  about  1970,  they  were  occupied  by 
offices." 

The  129  Fremont  Street  and  345  Mission  Street  properties  were  previously  occupied  by  Bay  City 
Iron  Works  and  a  vacant  property  from  1887  to  approximately  1889.  After  1889,  these 
properties  were  occupied  by  N.H.  Cook  Belting  Company  (leather  belts  manufacturer),  vacant 
lots,  machine  shops,  and  offices.  By  1913,  they  were  occupied  by  a  machine  shop  and  a 
foundry,  with  some  areas  still  vacant.  In  1949,  these  properties  were  reportedly  occupied  by 
Walton  N.  Moore  Dry  Goods  Company,  and  a  warehouse.  From  1970  till  about  1989,  the 
buildings  were  occupied  by  Pacific  Gas  and  Electric  Company  offices^^  After  the  1989  Loma 
Prieta  earthquake,  the  nine-story  345  Mission  Street  building  was  demolished  because  it  was 
damaged,  and  the  basement  of  the  former  building  was  filled  in  with  the  debris  from  the  building 
demolition.  Since  then,  the  345  Mission  Street  property  has  been  fenced  and  vacant,  and  the  129 
Fremont  Street  property  has  been  used  as  offices. 

Regulatory  Database  Search.  The  Phase  I  report  contains  the  results  of  a  search  of  several 
government  databases  and  includes  sites  in  the  project  vicinity  that  are  listed  as  having 
documented  use,  storage,  or  releases  of  hazardous  materials  or  petroleum  products.^^  The  review 
of  public  records  indicated  that  the  124  Beale  Street,  129  Fremont  Street,  and  345  Mission  Street 
properties  were  not  listed  on  any  of  the  regulatory  agency  databases  searched.  No  records  were 
found  at  the  San  Francisco  Department  of  Public  Health  (SFDPH)  or  San  Francisco  Fire 
Department  (SFFD)  regarding  fiiel  or  hazardous  material  releases  related  to  these  properties. 
However,  files  were  found  at  the  SFDPH  for  the  301  Mission  Street  property.  The  search 
identified  seven  facilities  (including  one  underground  storage  tank  (UST)  on  site)  within  one- 
quarter  mile  of  the  site  that  appear  on  the  regulatory  agency  lists  with  potential  contamination  or 
other  hazardous  material  issues.  All  of  the  six  off-site  facilities  were  either  cross  gradient  or 
down  gradient  from  the  project  site  and  would  not  have  caused  contamination  on  the  site. 
Moreover,  these  facilities  were  closed  underground  storage  tanks  (USTs)  that  require  no  fiirther 
action. 

Project  Site 

According  the  SFDPH  files  on  the  301  Mission  Street. property,  one  1,500-gallon  underground 
storage  tank  (UST)  containing  bunker  oil  was  abandoned-in-place  at  301  Mission  Street  on 


report. 


"  Treadwell  &  Rollo,  Phase  I,  pp.  3-5;  and  Treadwell  &  Rollo,  Phase  II,  p.  2. 
Treadwell  &  Rollo,  Phase  II,  p.  2. 
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Ibid,  p.  6.  The  Environmental  Data  Resources,  Inc. findings  is  presented  in  Appendix  B  of  the  Phase  II 
''Ibid 
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March  12,  1992.^^  The  tank  was  located  in  the  basement  along  Mission  Street  approximately 
100  feet  west  of  Beale  Street.^"  This  tank  was  most  likely  used  for  the  demolished  345  Mission 
Street  building.^'  A  fill  port  cover  (related  to  the  UST)  was  located  along  Fremont  Street;  the 
cover  is  encased  in  concrete  and  there  is  no  access  to  the  abandoned  tank.^^  On  February  27, 
1992,  the  1,500-gallon  tank  was  triple-rinsed  and  a  sample  of  the  rinsate  material  was  submitted 
for  chemical  analysis.  The  rinsate  was  analyzed  for  total  petroleum  hydrocarbons  (TPH)  as 
diesel,  total  oil  and  grease.  Analytical  results  indicated  concentrations  were  less  than  the 
established  100  parts  per  million  (ppm)  limit,  and  thus  the  tank  closure  process  was  initiated. 
Soil  samples  were  taken  from  the  vicinity  of  the  tank  and  analyzed  for  total  oil  and  grease. 
Groundwater  was  not  encountered  during  the  excavation  of  the  soil  above  the  tank.^^  No 
concentrations  of  oil  and  grease  were  detected  in  the  soil  samples.^''  Subsequently,  on  March  12, 
1992,  the  tank  was  filled  with  a  sand-cement  slurry  and  was  properly  abandoned  in-place.  Since 
no  groundwater  contamination  was  encountered  and  based  on  analytical  results,  the  potential  for 
this  to  affect  the  environmental  conditions  at  the  project  site  is  considered  minimal.^^ 

Nearby  Properties 

Public  files  were  reviewed  for  sites  in  close  proximity  and  in  the  assumed  up-gradient  or  cross- 
gradient  direction  of  groundwater  flow  to  the  site  to  evaluate  the  potential  for  these  sites  to 
impact  the  site.  Near-surface  groundwater  flow  would  be  expected  to  serve  as  the  chief  transport 
mechanism  for  the  migration  of  off-site  hazardous  materials  to  the  site.  The  potential  for  these 
nearby  properties  to  affect  the  project  site  is  largely  based  on  their  relative  location  and  the 
regional  groundwater  flow  direction  which  has  been  identified  to  be  in  the  north-northeast 
direction.^^  A  summary  of  the  results  is  presented  below: 

Five  nearby  properties  were  listed  on  the  State  of  California  registered  leaking  underground 
storage  tank  (LUST)  list.  At  the  Federal  Reserve  Bank  at  Mission  and  Main  Streets, 
approximately  247  feet  north-northwest  and  downgradient  of  the  site,  a  gasoline  leak  was 
reported  during  tank  closure  on  October  10  1990.^'  The  potential  for  this  release  to  affect  the 
project  site  is  considered  minimal  based  on  distance  and  groundwater  gradient  directions.  The 
Bechtel  Building  at  50  Beale  Street;  approximately  332  feet  northwest  and  cross-gradient  of  the 
site,  was  listed  because  a  total  of  four  underground  storage  tanks  were  reportedly  removed  or 
abandoned  in-place  for  this  property  between  the  years  1987  and  1999.  A  15,000  gallon  double- 
contained  UST  used  for  the  emergency  generator  still  exists  at  50  Beale  Street.  It  is  subject  to 
current  tank  regulations. 


Treadwell  &  RoUo,  Phase  1,  p.  7;  and  Treadwell  &  Rollo,  Phase  II,  p.  2. 
^°  Treadwell  &  Rollo,  Phase  II,  p.  2. 
^'  Treadwell  &  Rollo,  Phase  I.  p.  7. 
^^Ibid.p.U. 

"  Treadwell  &  Rollo,  Phase  II,  p.  2. 

Treadwell  &  Rollo,  Phase  I,  p.  7;  and  Treadwell  &  Rollo,  Phase  II,  p.  2. 
Treadwell  &  Rollo,  Phase  I,  p.  7. 
Ibid. 

^'^  Ibid.,  p.  8.  No  further  inforinalion  was  available  from  the  EDR  database  for  the  Federal  Reserve  Bank 
property  and  no  files  were  found  at  the  SFDPll  or  SFFl). 
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The  Transbay  Terminal  at  425  Mission  Street,  approximately  455  feet  southwest  and  cross-  to 
up-gradient  of  the  project  site,  was  listed  because  one  1,500-gallon  diesel  UST  was  removed  on 
March  4,  1999.  Administrative  case  closure  was  granted  by  the  SFDPH  on  June  21,  1999  with 
no  further  action  required.  The  Shorenstein  Property  at  50  Fremont  Street,  approximately  495 
feet  west  and  cross-gradient  of  the  project  site,  was  listed  because  one  6,000-gallon  diesel  UST 
was  removed  on  September  14,  1994.  On  February  2,  1995,  the  SFDPH  issued  a  Notice  of 
Completion  Underground  Storage  Tank  Removal  requesting  no  further  action.  The  45  Fremont 
Center,  approximately  520  feet  west  and  cross-gradient  of  the  site,  was  listed  because  one 
15,000-gallon  UST  was  removed  on  October  24,  1994.  Administrative  case  closure  was  granted 
by  the  SFDPH  on  December  12,  1996  with  no  further  action  required. 

In  summary,  seven  facilities  within  the  study  area,  including  one  UST  on  the  site,  appear  on  the 
regulatory  agency  lists.  According  to  the  consultant,  there  is  no  readily  available  evidence  that 
these  facilities  have  affected  or  are  likely  to  affect  the  environmental  conditions  of  the  site. 
Based  on  current  construction  plans,  the  consultant  concluded  that  the  UST  on  the  project  site 
should  be  properly  removed  from  the  site.^* 

Hazardous  Materials  in  Soil.  Since  the  project  site  was  historically  part  of  Verba  Buena  Cove  of 
the  San  Francisco  Bay,^^  it  is  subject  to  requirements  of  Article  22A  of  the  San  Francisco  Public 
Health  Code.^°  The  City  adopted  an  ordinance  (Ordinance  253-86,  signed  by  the  Mayor  on  June 
27,  1986)  which  requires  analyzing  soil  for  hazardous  wastes  within  specified  areas  designated 
by  the  Department  of  Public  Works  (DPW)  when  over  50  cubic  yards  of  soil  is  to  be  disturbed. 
The  ordinance  specifically  includes  sites,  such  as  the  project  site,  which  are  bayward  of  the  high 
tide  line  (as  shovm  on  maps  available  from  the  DPW).  San  Francisco  Building  Code  Section 
106.3.2.4,  Hazardous  Wastes,  relates  to  implementation  of  the  ordinance,  including  review  by 
the  Department  of  Public  Health  (DPH).^^ 

Accordingly,  in  compliance  with  the  Maher  Ordinance,  a  site  history  and  data  search  (the 
Phase  I),  and  site  investigative  report  (the  Phase  II)  have  been  prepared  for  the  project  site  by  an 
independent  consultant.^^  For  the  Phase  II  study,  samples  of  the  fill  material  and  underlying  sand 
from  eleven  exploratory  borings  were  collected,  chemically  tested  and  evaluated.  The  objective 
of  the  study  was  to  assess  the  presence  of  petroleum  hydrocarbon  and  heavy  metal  contamination 
of  soil  and  groundwater  at  the  project  site.^^  Concentrations  of  chemical  compounds  detected  in 
the  soil  and  groundwater  samples  were  compared  to  state  and  federal  criteria  for  hazardous  waste 
and  disposal  options.  On  the  basis  of  this  comparison,  preliminary  recommendations  regarding 
the  presence  of  hazardous  materials  at  the  site,  as  well  as  preliminary  soil  handling  procedures, 
were  made. 


Treadwell&RolloP/za5e/,  p.  14. 
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According  to  the  1853  U.S.  Coast  Survey  Map  of  San  Francisco. 
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Treadwell  &  Rollo  Phase  I,  p.  6.  The  site  is  bayward  of  the  historic  high  tide  line. 

71 

According  to  Building  Code  Section  106.3.2.4.2,  Permit  Approval,  no  building  permit  application  subject 
to  the  requirements  of  this  section  shall  be  approved  until  the  Department  receives  written  notification  from  the 
Director  of  Public  Health  that  the  applicant  has  complied  with  all  applicable  provisions  of  Article  22A  of  the  Public 
Health  Code,  or  that  the  requirements  have  been  waived. 

''^  Treadwell  &  Rollo,  Phase  I,  p.2;  and  Treadwell  &  Rollo,  Phase  II.  p.  1. 

Treadwell  &  Rollo,  Phase  II.  p.  3. 
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The  borings  indicate  the  site  is  blanketed  by  up  to  23  feet  of  fill  that  consists  of  very  loose  to 
loose  sandy  gravel  and  gravelly  sand  with  large  amounts  of  rubble  including  concrete,  wood  and 
brick  debris. This  fill  material  is  most  likely  from  the  1906  earthquake  and  fire  and  is  locally 
known  as  Earthquake  Fill.^^  An  old  five-  to  eleven-inch-thick  concrete  basement  slab,  and  below 
that,  about  three  feet  of  concrete  were  encountered  to  depths  of  1 5  to  17  feet  below  the  ground 
surface.''^ 

In  accordance  with  Article  22 A  requirements,  the  soil  samples  were  analyzed  for  the  presence  of 
hazardous  materials  and  petroleum  hydrocarbons  in  the  earthquake  fill  and  underlying  sand.^^ 
All  the  soil  samples  collected  were  analyzed  for  total  lead  and  total  recoverable  petroleum 
hydrocarbons  (TRPH). 

Total  recoverable  petroleum  hydrocarbons  (TRPH)  were  detected  at  low  levels  in  nine  of  the  ten 
soil  samples  analyzed,  at  concentrations  ranging  from  21  to  190  milligrams  per  kilograms 
(mg/kg)  or  parts  per  million  (ppm).  Low  levels  of  gasoline  were  detected  in  two  soil  samples  at 
concentrations  of  1.1  to  1.3  ppm,  respectively.  Diesel  was  detected  at  low  levels  in  nine  of  the 
ten  samples  analyzed,  at  concentrations  ranging  fi-om  2.3  to  100  ppm.  Semi-volatile  organic 
compounds  (SVOC),  p-Isopropyl  toluene,  was  detected  at  very  low  levels  in  one  sample  at  a 
concentration  of  7.4  milligrams  per  kilogram  (ug/kg)  or  parts  per  billion  (ppb).  No  asbestos, 
volatile  organic  compounds  (VOCs),  sulfide,  or  cyanide  were  detected  at  or  above  method 
reporting  limits  in  the  soil  samples  analyzed.^^ 

As  noted,  all  the  soil  samples  collected  were  analyzed  for  total  lead  as  well  as  total  recoverable 
hydrocarbons.  Selected  samples  with  elevated  concentrations  of  total  lead  (greater  than  50  parts 
per  million)  were  also  analyzed  for  soluble  lead  using  the  Soluble  Threshold  Limit 
Concentration  (STLC)  by  California  Waste  Extraction  Test  (WET)  method  and  Federal  Toxicity 
Characteristic  Leaching  Potential  (TCLP)  analyses.  These  soluble  lead  analyses  were  performed 
to  assess  whether  lead  concentrations  in  select  soil  samples  exceeded  State  and/or  Federal 
hazardous  waste  levels.^^  Total  lead  was  detected  in  all  of  the  nine  soil  samples  submitted  for 
chemical  analyses  at  concentrations  ranging  from  3.2  to  260  ppm.  Soluble  lead  was  detected  in 
the  one  selected  sample  analyzed,  at  a  concentration  of  8.7  mg/kg  or  parts  per  million  (ppm).  No 
lead  was  detected  at  or  above  TCLP  reporting  limits  in  the  sample  analyzed.  These  lead  levels 


Ibid.,  p.  4. 

Fill  material  from  this  period  often  contains  elevated  levels  of  various  metals,  particularly  lead  from  lead- 
based  paints;  and  petroleum  hydrocarbons.  These  soil  conditions  are  common  throughout  the  Greater  South  of 
Market  area.  These  were  also  detected  in  soil  samples  collected  at  site. 

Ibid.  This  concrete  is  likely  the  remnants  of  the  foundation  system  for  the  structure  that  previously 
existed  where  the  vacant  lot  is  now. 

Ibid. 

Ibid 

Ibid.  p.  6. 
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are  consistent  with  elevated  levels  found  in  the  South  of  Market  area.^°  The  remaining  metal 
concentrations  were  within  normal  background  ranges  found  in  the  western  United  States.^' 

Project  plans  call  for  excavation  and  removal  of  roughly  65,000  cubic  yards  of  soil  from  the 
project  site.  Were  contaminated  areas  at  the  project  site  to  be  excavated,  contaminated  soil  or 
groundwater  could  be  encountered.  Without  appropriate  safeguards,  earth-moving  activities 
could  potentially  expose  workers  and  possibly  the  public  to  chemical  compounds  in  soils,  soil 
gases  (gases  or  vapors,  mostly  air,  trapped  within  soil),  or  groundwater.  Exposure  would  most 
likely  occur  through  skin  contact  or  inhalation.  Workers  directly  engaged  in  on-site  activities 
would  face  the  greatest  potential  for  exposure  to  contaminants.  The  public  could  also  be 
exposed  if  access  to  the  construction  site  were  insufficiently  controlled.  Hazardous  materials 
exposure  could  cause  short-term  or  long-term  health  effects  specific  to  each  chemical  present  at 
the  site  if  present  in  sufficient  concentration  and  duration. 

Under  Article  22A,  where  hazardous  wastes  are  found  in  excess  of  state  or  federal  standards,  the 
sponsor  would  be  required  to  submit  a  site  mitigation  plan  (SMP)  to  the  appropriate  state  or 
federal  agencies,  and  to  implement  an  approved  SMP  prior  to  issuance  of  any  building  permit. 
Where  toxics  are  found  for  which  no  standards  are  established,  the  sponsor  would  request  a 
determination  from  state  and  federal  agencies  as  to  whether  an  SMP  is  needed. 

Conclusions.  The  Phase  I  report  revealed  that  the  site  is  likely  underlain  with  approximately 
four  feet  of  fill  that  possibly  contains  elevated  concentrations  of  petroleum  hydrocarbons  and 
metals.  The  potential  presence  of  these  chemicals  generally  results  from  past  regional  industrial 
and  commercial  activities  and  from  the  debris  left  by  the  1906  earthquake  and  fire. 
According  to  SFDPH  files,  one  1,500-gallon  UST  containing  bunker  oil  was  abandoned  in-place 
on  March  12,  1992  at  301  Mission  Sfreet.  No  concenfrationsof  oil  and  grease  were  detected  in 
the  two  soil  samples  taken  from  the  vicinity  of  the  UST.  The  Phase  II  report  concluded  this  tank 
should  be  properly  removed  when  the  current  building  is  demolished.  There  is  no  readily 
available  evidence  that  the  seven  facilities  that  appear  on  the  regulatory  agency  lists  have 
affected  or  are  likely  to  affect  the  environmental  conditions  of  the  site.^^ 

The  Phase  II  report,  for  the  project  site  compared  the  soil  sample  analytical  results  for  lead  to 
California  Total  Threshold  Limit  Concentration  (TTLC)  and  STLC  hazardous  waste  criteria. 

Based  on  these  comparisons,  the  fill  material  would  likely  require  disposal  at  a  regulated  Class  I 
hazardous  and  at  a  Class  II  non-hazardous  waste  landfill.^^ 

Since  the  presence  of  elevated  levels  of  lead  was  detected  at  the  project  site,  a  Soil  Management 
Plan  (SMP)  and  a  Health  and  Safety  (H&S)  plan  (prepared  by  others  for  site  contractors)  would 
be  required  prior  to  construction.  The  SMP  would  include  a  soil  handling  plan  which  segregates 
the  fill  material  from  the  underlying  native  sand:  The  H&S  plan  would  outline  proper  soil 

80 

Telephone  conversation,  Peter  J.  Cusack,  Senior  Project  Scientist,  Treadwell&Rollo  with  Turnstone 
Consulting,  May  7,  2002. 

81 

Cited  in  U.S.G.S.  Professional  Paper  1270,  Element  Concentrations  in  Soils  and  Other  Surficial 
Materials  of  the  Conterminous  United  States,  1984. 

Treadwell  &  Rollo,  Phase  /,  p.  7.  .  . 
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handling  procedures  and  health  and  safety  requirements  to  minimize  worker  and  public  exposure 
to  hazardous  materials  during  construction.^'' 

Building  Materials  and  Chemicals  in  the  Buildings 

The  existing  buildings  at  the  project  site  were  constructed  prior  to  1970.^^  In  the  past,  asbestos, 
PCBs,  and  lead  were  commonly  installed  in  such  materials  as  fire  proofing,  floor  tiles,  roofing 
tar,  electrical  transformers,  fluorescent  light  ballasts,  and  paint.  Mercury  is  common  in  electrical 
switches  and  fluorescent  light  bulbs.  Therefore,  some  of  the  buildings  on  site  may  contain 
hazardous  materials,  such  as  asbestos,  polychlorinated  biphenyls  (PCBs),  lead,  mercury,  or  other 
hazardous  materials.  If  such  hazardous  materials  exist  in  a  building  when  it  is  demolished,  they 
could  pose  hazards  to  workers,  neighbors,  or  the  natural  environment. 

Asbestos-containing  materials  may  be  found  within  the  existing  structures  on  site  which  are 
proposed  to  be  demolished  as  part  of  the  project.  Section  19827.5  of  the  California  Health  and 
Safety  Code,  adopted  January  1,  1991,  requires  that  local  agencies  not  issue  demolition  or 
alteration  permits  until  an  applicant  has  demonstrated  compliance  with  notification  requirements 
under  applicable  Federal  regulations  regarding  hazardous  air  pollutants,  including  asbestos.  The 
Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Management  District  (BAAQMD)  is  vested  by  the  California  legislature 
with  authority  to  regulate  airborne  pollutants,  including  asbestos,  through  both  inspection  and 
law  enforcement,  and  is  to  be  notified  ten  days  in  advance  of  any  proposed  demolition  or 
abatement  work. 

Notification  includes  the  names  and  addresses  of  operations  and  persons  responsible;  description 
and  location  of  the  structure  to  be  demolished/altered  including  size,  age  and  prior  use,  and  the 
approximate  amount  of  friable  asbestos;  scheduled  starting  and  completion  dates  of  demolition 
or  abatement;  nature  of  planned  work  and  methods  to  be  employed;  procedures  to  be  employed 
to  meet  BAAQMD  requirements;  and  the  name  and  location  of  the  waste  disposal  site  to  be  used. 
The  District  randomly  inspects  asbestos  removal  operations.  In  addition,  the  District  will  inspect 
any  removal  operation  concerning  which  a  complaint  has  been  received. 

The  local  office  of  the  State  Occupational  Safety  and  Health  Administration  (OSHA)  must  be 
notified  of  asbestos  abatement  to  be  carried  out.  Asbestos  abatement  contractors  must  follow 
state  regulations  contained  in  8CCR1529  and  8CCR341.6  through  341.14  where  there  is 
asbestos-related  work  involving  100  sq.ft.  or  more  of  asbestos-containing  material.  Asbestos 
removal  contractors  must  be  certified  as  such  by  the  Contractors  Licensing  Board  of  the  State  of 
California.  The  owner  of  the  property  where  abatement  is  to  occur  must  have  a  Hazardous 
Waste  Generator  Number  assigned  by  and  registered  with  the  Office  of  the  California 
Department  of  Health  Services  in  Sacramento.  The  contractor  and  hauler  of  the  material  is 
required  to  file  a  Hazardous  Waste  Manifest  which  details  the  hauling  of  the  material  fi-om  the 
site  and  the  disposal  of  it.  Pursuant  to  California  law,  the  DBI  would  not  issue  the  required 
permit  until  the  applicant  has  complied  with  the  notice  requirements  described  above. 
These  regulations  and  procedures,  already  established  as  a  part  of  the  permit  review  process. 


Ibid. 

Treadwell  &  Rollo,  Phase  I.  p.  5. 
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would  insure  that  any  potential  impacts  due  to  asbestos  would  be  reduced  to  a  level  of 
insignificance. 

Lead  paint  may  be  found  in  the  existing  buildings,  constructed  prior  to  1970  and  proposed  for 
demolition  as  part  of  the  project.  Demolition  must  comply  with  Chapter  36  of  the  San  Francisco 
Building  Code,  Work  Practices  for  Exterior  Lead-Based  Paint.  Where  there  is  any  work  that 
may  disturb  or  remove  lead  paint  on  the  exterior  of  any  building  built  prior  to  December  3 1 , 
1978,  Chapter  36  requires  specific  notification  and  work  standards,  and  identifies  prohibited 
work  methods  and  penalties. 

Chapter  36  applies  to  buildings  or  steel  structures  on  which  original  construction  was  completed 
prior  to  1979  (which  are  assumed  to  have  lead-based  paint  on  their  surfaces),  where  more  than 
ten  total  square  feet  of  lead-based  paint  would  be  disturbed  or  removed.  The  ordinance  contains 
performance  standards,  including  establishment  of  containment  barriers,  at  least  as  effective  at 
protecting  human  health  and  the  environment  as  those  in  the  HUD  Guidelines  (the  most  recent 
Guidelines  for  Evaluation  and  Control  of  Lead-Based  Paint  Hazards)  and  identifies  prohibited 
practices  that  may  not  be  used  in  disturbance  or  removal  of  lead-based  paint.  Any  person 
performing  work  subject  to  the  ordinance  shall  make  all  reasonable  efforts  to  prevent  migration 
of  lead  paint  contaminants  beyond  containment  barriers  during  the  course  of  the  work,  and  any 
person  performing  regulated  work  shall  make  all  reasonable  efforts  to  remove  all  visible  lead 
paint  contaminants  Ifrom  all  regulated  areas  of  the  property  prior  to  completion  of  the  work. 

The  ordinance  also  includes  notification  requirements,  contents  of  notice,  and  requirements  for  . 
signs.  Notification  includes  notifying  bidders  for  the  work  of  any  paint-inspection  reports 
verifying  the  presence  or  absence  of  lead-based  paint  in  the  regulated  area  of  the  proposed 
project.  Prior  to  commencement  of  work,-the  responsible  party  must  provide  written  notice  to 
the  Director  of  DBI,  of  the  location  of  the  project;  the  nature  and  approximate  square  footage  of 
the  painted  surface  being  disturbed  and/or  removed;  anticipated  job  start  and  completion  dates 
for  the  work;  whether  the  responsible  party  has  reason  to  know  or  presume  that  lead-based  paint 
is  present;  whether  the  building  is  residential  or  nonresidential,  owner-occupied  or  rental 
property,  and  approximate  number  of  dwelling  units,  if  any;  the  dates  by  which  the  responsible 
party  has  or  will  fulfill  any  tenant  or  adjacent  property  notification  requirements;  and  the  name, 
address,  telephone  number,  and  pager  number  of  the  party  who  will  perform  the  work.  (Further 
notice  requirements  include  Sign  When  Containment  is  Required,  Notice  by  Landlord,  Required 
Notice  to  Tenants,  Availability  of  Pamphlet  related  to  protection  fi-om  lead  in  the  home.  Notice 
by  Contractor,  Early  Commencement  of  Work  [by  Owner,  Requested  by  Tenant],  and  Notice  of 
Lead  Contaminated  Dust  or  Soil,  if  applicable.)  The  ordinance  contains  provisions  regarding 
inspection  and  sampling  for  compliance  by  DBI,  and  enforcement,  and  describes  penalties  for 
non  compliance  with  the  requirements  of  the  ordinance. 

These  regulations  and  procedures  by  the  San  Francisco  Building  Code  would  ensure  that 
potential  impacts  of  demolition,  due  to  lead-based  paint,  would  be  reduced  to  a  level  of 
insignificance. 
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Chemicals  in  the  Building.  On  June  1 1,  2001,  a  reconnaissance  of  the  project  site  was  conducted 
by  the  consultant,^^  to  look  for  visual  evidence  of  past  or  present  use  or  storage  of  petroleum 
products  and  hazardous  materials  that  could  potentially  affect  the  soil  and/or  groundwater  quality 
at  the  site.  The  301  Mission  Street,  124  Beale  Street,  and  129  Fremont  Street  buildings  are 
occupied  by  various  tenants  including  restaurants,  offices,  retail  space,  storage,  a  laboratory,  and 
a  printing  facility. At  the  time  of  site  reconnaissance,  small  amounts  of  paints,  paint  thinners, 
primer,  inks,  gloss  enamel,  WD-40,  lubricants,  acetone,  glue,  degreaser,  oils,  and  propane  fuel 
were  found  in  these  buildings.  The  basement  of  301  Mission  Street  is  connected  to  the  basement 
of  124  Beale  Street.  Ten-gallon  drums  of  phosphoric  acid  were  found  in  the  basement  of  the  124 
Beale  Street  building.  The  ground  floor  of  301  Mission  Street  is  occupied  by  a  laboratory  run  by 
Bechtel.  The  laboratory  contained  various  types  of  unlabelled  jars,  and  small  containers,  and 
soil  testing  equipment.  At  the  time  of  reconnaissance  occupants  of  the  laboratory  were 
conducting  soil  tests.  According  to  the  consultant,  at  the  time  of  inspection,  the  buildings  and 
storage  areas  on  the  project  site  appeared  to  be  well  maintained  and  organized  with  no  evidence 
of  any  significant  staining,  spillage,  and/or  ponded  liquids  or  uncontained  solids.  The  chemicals 
stored  within  containers  all  appeared  to  be  generally  well  maintained.^^ 

Emergency  Response  Plans 

The  project  proposes  an  approximately  605-foot-tall  high-rise  building.  Occupants  of  the 
proposed  building  would  contribute  to  congestion  if  an  emergency  evacuation  of  the  dovmtovm 
area  were  required.  Section  12.202(e)(1)  of  the  San  Francisco  Fire  Code  requires  that  all  owners 
of  high-rise  buildings  (over  75  feet)  "shall  establish  or  cause  to  be  established  procedures  to  be 
followed  in  case  of  fire  or  other  emergencies.  All  such  procedures  shall  be  reviewed  and 

approved  by  the  chief  of  division."  Additionally,  project  construction  would  have  to  conform  to  

the  provisions  of  the  Building  and  Fire  Codes  which  require  additional  life-safety  protections  for 
high-rise  buildings. 

Fire  Hazards 

San  Francisco  ensures  fire  safety  primarily  through  provisions  of  the  Building  Code  and  the  Fire 
Code.  Existing  buildings  are  required  to  meet  standards  contained  in  these  codes.  In  addition, 
the  final  building  plans  for  any  new  residential  project  greater  than  two  units  are  reviewed  by  the 
San  Francisco  Fire  Department  (as  well  as  DBI),  in  order  to  ensure  conformance  with  these 
provisions.  The  proposed  project  would  conform  to  these  standards,  which  (depending  on 
building  type)  may  also  include  development  of  an  emergency  procedure  manual  and  an  exit 
drill  plan.  In  this  way,  potential  fire  hazards  (including  those  associated  with  hydrant  water 
pressure,  and  emergency  access)  would  be  mitigated  during  the  permit  review  process. 


Treadwell  &  Rollo,  Phase  /,  p.  1 1 . 

Treadwell  &  Rollo,  Phase  I,  pp.  11-12.  The  301  Mission  Street  property's  office  tenants  include  Lion 
Bridge,  Tilia  Inc.,  Thomas  F.  White  and  Co.,  Zenith,  and  Bechtel.  The  124  Beale  Street  property's  tenants  include 
Microgear,  Young  Park,  Design  Mind,  GKO,  and  DLC.  The  129  Fremont  Street  building  is  entirely  occupied  by 
Computers  for  Marketing  Operation  as  a  temporary  office. 

****  Ibid.,  p.  13.  The  neighboring  properties,  observed  from  the  public  sidewalk,  also  showed  no  apparent 
signs  of  chemical  releases  or  leaks. 
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As  a  result  of  implementing  the  regulations  summarized  above,  potential  health  and  safety  issues 
related  to  building  contamination,  soil  contamination,  emergency  procedures,  fire  hazards  and 
remediation  would  be  reduced  to  less-than-significant  levels.  Therefore,  these  issues  do  not 
require  further  analysis  and  will  not  be  discussed  in  the  EIR. 


13.      Cultural  -  Could  the  project:  Yes  No  Discussed 

a.  Disrupt  or  adversely  affect  a  prehistoric 

or  historic  archaeological  site  or  a  property 
of  historic  or  cultural  significance  to  a 
community,  ethnic  or  social  group;  or  a 
paleontological  site  except  as  a  part  of  a 

scientific  study?  _  JL  JL 

b.  Conflict  with  established  recreational, 
educational,  religious  or  scientific  uses 

of  the  area?  X 


c.        Conflict  with  the  preservation  of  buildings 
subject  to  the  provisions  of  Article  10  or 

Article  1 1  of  the  City  Planning  Code?  _  X_  X 

Archaeological  Resources 

An  archival  cultural  resources  evaluation    and  an  archaeological  research  design^°  were 
prepared  for  the  project  site  by  an  independent  consultant.  The  archival  cultural  resources 
evaluation  systematically  examines  the  potential  for  the  existence  of  subsurface  cultural 
resources  fi-om  the  Prehistoric/  Protohistoric  period  (c.  4000  B.C.  -  1775  A.D.),  the  Spanish, 
Mexican  and  Early  American  periods  (1775  -1848),  the  California  Gold  Rush  period  (1849  - 
1857),  Filling  in  and  Building  up  of  Yerba  Buena  Cove  (1858  -  1886),  and  the  Late  Nineteenth 
Century  (1887  -  1906).  The  archaeological  research  design  establishes  a  detailed  approach  to 
determining  the  significance  of  the  archaeological  property  types^'  expected  to  be  potentially 
present  and  the  procedures  to  be  followed  in  pre-construction  testing,  data  recovery,  monitoring 
construction  activities,  treatment  of  artifacts  and  features,  and  recording  and  reporting  data. 


The  cultural  resources  evaluation's  review  of  available  archival  sources  suggests  that  there  is  a 
slight  possibility  that  prehistoric/protohistoric  archeological  remains  may  exist  within  the 
confines  of  the  project  site,    and  that  there  is  minimal  likelihood  of  recovering  cultural 
resources  fi-om  the  Spanish,  Mexican  and  Early  American  periods.^^  During  these  periods  the 
project  site  lay  entirely  submerged  beneath  the  shallow  waters  of  Yerba  Buena  Cove.  The 


Archeo-Tec  Inc.,  Archival  Cultural  Resources  Evaluation  of  the  Proposed  301  Mission  Street 
Development  Project,  December  2001.  This  report  is  on  file  with  the  Planning  Department,  1660  Mission  Street, 
San  Francisco,  and  is  available  for  public  review  as  part  of  the  project  file. 

^'^  Archeo-Tec  Inc.,  Archaeological  Research  Design,  December  2001  (Revised  March  8,  2002) . 

^'  Property  types  in  this  context  are  classes  of  archaeological  resources  that  share  important  characteristics. 

92 

Archival  Cultural  Resources  Evaluation  of  the  Proposed  301  Mission  Street  Development  Project,  p. 40. 
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cultural  resources  evaluation  concludes  that  it  is  unlikely  that  cultural  resources  from  these 
periods  would  be  encountered,  although  their  existence  cannot  be  ruled  out.^"* 

According  to  the  cultural  resources  evaluation,  the  first  development  of  the  project  area  began  in 
the  mid-1850's  with  the  filling  of  Verba  Buena  Cove  with  dune  sand,  rocks,  rubbish,  rubble. 
During  the  mid-1980's  Archeo-Tec  conducted  a  monitoring/data  recovery  program  in  connection 
with  construction  of  135  Main  Street,  one  block  to  the  east,  which  resulted  in  the  recovery  of  an 
extensive  assemblage  of  cultural  material  from  the  early-to-mid  1850's  to  the  end  of  the 
Nineteenth  Century  that  had  been  discarded  as  landfill.  Patterns  of  Nineteenth  Century  landfill 
activity  at  135  Main  Street  closely  resemble  those  of  the  project  site.     By  1869  the  project  site 
and  surrounding  area  had  been  entirely  reclaimed  from  San  Francisco  Bay.  By  the  mid-1870's 
until  the  close  of  the  Nineteenth  Century  the  project  site  was  fully  developed  and  occupied  by  a 
variety  of  industrial  and  commercial  enterprises.  No  major  alterations  to  the  foundations  or 
property  footprints  of  the  buildings  of  the  study  block  occurred  until  after  the  block  was 
consumed  by  the  fire  that  followed  the  1 906  Earthquake. 

The  cultural  resources  evaluation  concludes  that,  based  upon  the  filling  and  grading  activities  of 
the  1850's  and  the  continuous  use  of  structures  at  the  project  site  from  the  late  1850's  until  the 
Great  Earthquake  and  Fire  of  1 906,  there  is  a  reasonable  probability  that  excavation  could 
disrupt  Gold  Rush  era  and  later  nineteenth  century  archeological  resources.^^  Additionally, 
remains  of  the  storeships  the  Callao  and  the  Byron  have  been  recorded  in  close  proximity  to  the 
project  site,  although  their  exact  locations  have  not  been  precisely  determined.^^ 

The  research  design  identifies  the  types  of  historical  archeological  artifacts  and  features  that  are 
expected  to  be  present  within  the  confines  of  the  project  site  under  the  following  five  property 
types:  "refuse,"  "architecture,"  "landfill  and  landscape,"  "  urban  infrastructure,  and  industrial 
processes."^^  The  research  design  identifies  three  historical  archaeological  research  themes  that 
are  likely  to  be  addressed  by  the  expected  properties:  "ethnicity  and  boundary  maintenance;" 
"Victorianism  and  urban  geography;"  and  "industrialization  and  technology."^'  The  research 
design  also  identifies  the  types  of  prehistoric  archaeological  resources  that  are  expected  to  be 
present  within  the  project  site  (if  prehistoric  resources  should  be  encountered)  under  four 
property  types:  "midden  sites",  "isolated  burials  and  features",  "lithic  scatters",  and  "isolated 
artifacts". 


The  research  design  assesses  the  potential  significance  of  expected  archaeological  resources  in 
terms  of  criteria  of  eligibility  of  the  resource  for  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places  and  the 
California  Register  of  Historical  Resources  (NRHP/CRHR)  (particularly.  Criterion  D,  the 
likelihood  that  the  property  may  yield  "information  important  in  prehistory  and  history"). 
Artifacts  and  features  rated  "high"  are  considered  to  possess  a  greater  potential  to  address  the 
relevant  research  themes  identified  in  the  research  design,  and  are  therefore  most  likely  to  be 


''/6zW.,  pp.13, 20. 
Ibid.,  pp.  38-39. 
Ibid.,  p.40 

Ibid.,  pp.  29-30.  An  1859  U.S.  Coast  Survey  map  depicts  the  outline  of  a  ship  near  the  modem 
intersection  of  Mission  and  Beale  Streets. 
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Archaeological  Research  Design,  pp.  13-16 
Ibid.,  pp.  16-22 
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eligible  for  inclusion  in  the  National  and  California  Registers  under  Criterion  D.  Artifacts  and 
features  rated  "high"  for  this  project  are  as  follows:  under  the  "refuse"  category  are  refuse  filled 
features  (such  as  pits,  privies  and  wells),  landfill,  and  maritime  remnants;  under  the 
"architecture"  category  are  remnants  of  maritime  resources  and  saloons;  and  under  the 
"industrial  processes"  category  are  remnants  of  shipbuilding  and  woodworking  activities. 

The  proposed  project  would  include  excavation  to  a  depth  of  40  feet  below  grade  to 
accommodate  the  foundations  and  subsurface  parking  facilities.  Based  upon  the  archaeological 
cultural  resources  evaluation,  there  is  a  very  low  probability  that  prehistoric  resources,  a 
moderate  probability  that  buried  ships,  and  a  moderate  to  high  probability  that  historical 
archaeological  resources  associated  with  the  Gold  Rush  Period  through  the  latter  1 9'*"  Century 
may  be  present  within  the  project  site  and  that  these  resources  would  potentially  be  eligible  for 
the  NRHP/CRHR  and  thus,  be  'historical  resources  under  CEQA.  The  cultural  resources 
evaluation  concluded  that  the  proposed  project  could  adversely  affect  archaeological  resources 
expected  to  be  present  within  the  project  site. 

The  project  includes  a  mitigation  measure  (see  Mitigation  Measure  3,  pp.  49-50)  that  would 
reduce  the  potential  impact  to  cultural  resources  to  a  less-than-significant  level. 

Historic  Architectural  Resources 

The  project  site  is  occupied  by  three  buildings  (see  Figure  4;  Existing  Buildings  on  the  Project 
Site).  In  1996  the  buildings  were  surveyed  for  their  historic  significance  in  a  Historic  Properties 
Survey  Report  for  the  CalTrain  San  Francisco  Downtown  Extension  Project.      The  report  was 
prepared  as  part  of  compliance  with  federal  review  under  Section  1 06  of  the  National  Historic 
Preservation  Act. 

The  six-story  301  Mission  Street  office  building,  historically  known  as  the  W.P.  Fuller  & 
Company  Building,  occupies  the  whole  of  Lot  1  in  the  northeast  comer  of  the  project  site.'°'^  The 
eastern  half  is  a  fireproof  steel  frame  building  with  brick  curtain  walls,  designed  by  Albert 
Pissis'°^  and  built  in  1908.  According  to  the  Historic  Properties  Survey  report,  Albert  Pissis 
began  his  career  as  a  draftsman  for  William  Mooser  I,  and  then  attended  the  Ecole  des  Beaux 
Arts  in  Paris  in  the  1870's.  His  competition- winning  design  for  the  Hibemia  Bank  building 
(1889),  with  partner  W.P.  Moore,  elevated  him  to  the  highest  rank  of  San  Francisco  architects. 
He  remains  well  known  for  his  classical  designs,  including  the  Flood  Building  (1904),  the 


'""/6/^/.,pp.23-24.  ■ 

See  McGrew/ Architects,  Patrick  McGrew's  letter  to  Mark  Farrar,  Mission  Street  Development  Partners, 
September  17,  2001,  p.  2.  Patrick  McGrew's  letter.  See  also  Michael  Corbett,  Dames  and  Moore,  Historic 
Properties  Survey  Report  for  the  Caltrain  San  Francisco  Downtown  Extension  Project,  1996.  The  Patrick  McGrew 
letter  and  relevant  portions  of  the  Historic  Properties  Survey  Report,  including  pages  for  301  Mission  Street,  124 
Beale  Street,  and  129  Fremont  Street,  are  on  file  with  the  Planning  Department,  1660  Mission  Street,  San  Francisco, 
and  are  available  for  public  review  as  part  of  the  project  file. 

1 02 

Michael  Corbett,  Dames  and  Moore,  Historic  Properties  Survey  Report  for  the  Caltrain  San  Francisco 
Downtown  Extension  Project,  1996,  301  Mission  Street,  pp.1-4.  A  previous  building  on  the  same  site  was 
completed  in  February  of  1906  and  was  destroyed  in  April  of  that  year  by  the  earthquake  and  fire. 

fhid 
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Emporium  (1896),  the  White  House  Dept.  Store  (1908),  and  the  Hibemia  Bank,  all  extant.  The 
western  half  is  a  fireproof,  reinforced  concrete  structure  with  brick  cladding,  and  tile  partition 
walls  with  an  elevator  penthouse;  its  sixth  story  spans  both  halves  of  the  building.  It  was 
designed  by  George  Applegarth'^''  and  built  in  1923.  George  Applegarth  trained  at  the  Ecole  des 
Beaux  Arts  and  opened  his  office  in  San  Francisco  in  1906  or  1907.  He  is  considered  an 
important  architect  for  his  classical  designs,  such  as  the  A.B.  Spreckels  mansion  (1913)  and  the 
Palace  of  the  Legion  of  Honor  in  Lincoln  Park  (1920's).  He  also  pioneered  in  the  use  of  large 
amounts  of  glass  in  the  facades  of  downtown  office  buildings.  He  worked  until  his  death  in 
January  1972. 

According  to  the  Historic  Properties  Survey  Report,  the  design  of  the  301  Mission  Street  Building 
is  a  three-part  vertical  block  with  an  attic.  It  has  a  skeletal  articulation  at  the  facades  and 
ornamentation  derived  from  Renaissance  and  Baroque  sources  extended  in  terra  cotta  and  pressed 
metal.  With  the  1923  addition,  the  elevator  penthouse  was  given  a  tiled  hip  roof  and  arches,  like 
the  Merchant's  Exchange  and  numerous  other  prestigious  San  Francisco  buildings.  The  entrance 
vestibule  is  fi^amed  by  a  column  order.  Among  the  numerous  alterations  since  the  1930's,  those 
with  the  biggest  impact  on  the  appearance  where  the  replacement  of  all  original  wood  windows  in 
1969.'°^ 

The  301  Mission  Street  building  was  the  home  of  the  W.P.  Fuller  Company,  a  paint 
manufacturer, firom  1908  through  the  1950's  This  building  contained  not  only  the  main  offices 
for  W.P.  Fuller  and  Company,  but  the  paint  manufacturing  plant,  a  warehouse,  and  a  shipping 
department.'"^  Fuller  remained  in  this  building  at  least  through  1959.'°^ 

The  Historic  Properties  Survey  Report  indicates  that  the  301  Mission  Street  building  possesses 
significance  both  for  its  associations  with  the  Fuller  company  and  for  its  architectural  design  by 
two  leading  San  Francisco  architects. However,  according  to  the  report,  it  has  suffered  a  loss  in 
integrity  with  replacement  of  all  of  the  original  windows  (1969)  and  the  Historic  Properties 
Survey  Report  concludes  that  the  building  appears  ineligible  for  the  National  Register  of  Historic 
Places  (NRHP),  due  to  a  loss  of  integrity. "° 

The  six-story  124  Beale  Street  office  building,  historically  knovm  as  the  Dry  Goods  Warehouse, 
occupies  the  irregular  L-shaped  Lot  17  at  the  southeast  comer  of  the  site  (see  Figure  4).  It  was 


'''Ibid. 
'''Ibid 

Ibid.  The  company  was  founded  in  1849  by  William  Painner  Fuller,  who,  after  working  briefly  as  a 
miner,  opened  his  painting  and  paperhanging  business  in  Sacramento  in  August  of  that  year.  In  about  1861,  Fuller 
expanded  ,  opening  a  store  in  San  Francisco  and  importing  paints,  oils,  and  glass  from  the  east  coast  and  Europe.  In 
1868,  Fuller  merged  with  William  F  Whittier,  the  owner  of  a  similar  business.  The  combined  firm  was  one  of  many 
such  dealers  in  San  Francisco  and  was  perhaps  the  largest  and  best  known  in  the  city.  In  1 894,  Whittier  retired,  and 
the  firm  became  W.P.  Fuller  and  Company. 

1 07 

Ibid.  The  W.P.  Fuller  Company  company  also  built  two  other  buildings  to  house  their  operations.  The 
glass  mirror  works  at  1010  Battery  Street  (1905)  and  the  warehouse  at  340-360  Townsend  (1906)  still  stand. 

Ibid.  Today,  the  business  is  known  as  the  Fuller-O'Brien  Paint  Company. 
'''ibid 
'''Ibid 
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built  in  1930  as  a  warehouse  and  has  been  converted  to  office  use.'"  The  architect  is  not  known. 
A  truck  dock  entrance  is  on  Beale  Street.  It  is  a  fireproof  reinforced  concrete  building  with  six- 
inch  walls,  a  flat  roof,  a  central  fire  escape.  Most  of  the  building's  windows  are  steel  sash  with 
some  aluminum  replacement  windows  on  the  south  side.  The  facade  is  a  two-part  vertical 
composition  with  recessed  spandrel  panels  and  a  concrete  cornice;  it  has  stucco  finish  on  the  side 
fronting  Beale  Street.  The  building  lobby  finishes  have  been  remodeled. 

According  to  the  1996  Historic  Properties  Survey  Report,  124  Beale  Street  lacks  significance  and 
does  not  appear  eligible  for  the  NRHP  under  Criterion  C  for  listing  on  the  NRHP."^  The  124 
Beale  Street  building  is  a  reinforced  concrete  dry  goods  warehouse  with  a  very  simple  stucco 
facade  in  a  standard  two-part  composition.  It  is  typical  of  many  San  Francisco  buildings  of  this 
type,  period,  and  method  of  construction.  The  report  also  concludes  that  124  Beale  Street  lacks 
significance  under  Criteria  A  and  B  for  listing  on  the  NRHP."^  Historically,  124  Beale  Street  is 
associated  with  an  industry  that  was  established  in  the  Gold  Rush  period  and  flourished  in  San 
Francisco  until  after  World  War  II  when  warehousing  of  all  sorts  began  moving  out  of  the  city. 
This  building  is  a  later,  representative  manifestation  of  the  industry,  built  by  a  real  estate 
developer  as  an  investment.  The  building  has  no  known  association  with  significant  persons  or 
events.  In  summary,  the  report  concludes  that  the  building  lacks  significance  and  does  not  appear 
eligible  for  the  NRHP.  "' 

The  129  Fremont  Street  building,  historically  knovm  as  Walton  N.  Moore  Dry  Goods  Warehouse, 
occupies  the  southwest  comer  of  Lot  17.  (See  Figure  4.)  It  is  a  reinforced  concrete  structure  with 
an  open  loft  plan,  a  crib  floor,"^  a  gable  roof,  built  in  1929.  The  architect  is  not  known.  The 
second  floor  and  roof  trusses  are  supported  by  steel  columns  along  the  insides  of  the  walls.  The 
second  floor  is  ftirther  supported  by  a  central  row  of  12-inch  square  wood  posts  and  massive 
beams.  The  building  has  a  central  double  door  and  one  side  door  near  the  north  end;  it  has  no 
windows.  As  stated  in  the  Historic  Properties  Survey  Report,  the  front  facade  is  clad  in  green 
extruded  ceramic  veneer  above  a  black  marble  base;  it  may  have  been  remodeled  in  the  late  1930s 
or  the  1940s.  According  to  the  survey  report,  in  design  this  is  a  vault  with  barely  identifiable 
connections  to  the  Modeme  architectural  style. 

According  to  the  survey  report,  the  origins  of  this  building  remain  unclear."^  This  building,  or  a 
similar  one,  stood  on  this  site  and  was  used  as  a  foundry  and  blacksmith  shop  in  1913.''^  The 


Historic  Properties  Survey  Report  for  the  Caltrain  San  Francisco  Downtown  Extension  Project,  1996, 
124BealeStreet,  pp.  1-4.  '  .        '  . 

'    Criterion  C  for  listing  on  the  NRHP  includes  resources  that  "embody  the  distinctive  characteristics  of  a 
type,  period,  or  method  of  construction,  or  that  represent  the  work  of  a  master,  or  that  possess  high  artistic  values,  or 
that  represent  a  significant  and  distinguishable  entity  whose  components  may  lack  individual  distinction." 

"■^  Criterion  A  for  listing  on  the  NRHP  includes  resources  that  "are  associated  with  events  that  have  made  a 
significant  contribution  to  the  patterns  of  history."  Criterion  B  includes  resources  the  "are  associated  with  the  lives 
of  persons  significant  in  our  past." 

""^  Historic  Properties  Survey  Report  for  the  Caltrain  San  Francisco  Downtown  Extension  Project,  1996, 
124  Beale  Street,  pp.  1-4. 

The  crib  floor  consists  of  massive  wood  planks  estimated  to  be  about  two  inch  by  twelve  feet  laid  on 
their  sides  rather  than  flat.  Historic  Properties  Survey  Report  for  the  Caltrain  San  Francisco  Downtown  Extension 
/^/-o/ec/,  1996,  129  Fremont  Street,  pp.  1-4. 
'''ibid. 

Ibid ,  129  Frcmonl  Street,  p.  2. 


()7'>2I' 


I 'ago  4(, 


M)\  Mission  Slicct 


occupants  of  the  site  in  1915  were  William  T.  Campbell,  horseshoer,  and  Price  Brothers, 
draymen.  Interim  uses  remain  unknown.  The  Realdex  gives  a  construction  date  of  1922  to  the 
building,  but  supporting  evidence  is  lacking.  In  1945,  the  Walton  N.  Moore  Dry  Goods 
Company,  a  wholesale  business,  purchased  this  building  and  used  it  as  a  warehouse  for  their 
adjacent  showroom  at  345  Mission  Street.  The  history  of  this  building  appears  to  be  associated 
with  Walton  Moore  Dry  Goods  and  as  such  belongs  to  a  common  pattern  of  warehouses  for  local 
establishments.  As  structure,  it  is  an  unusually  built  building,  especially  the  flooring.  The 
purpose  of  this  is  not  clear.  The  Historic  Properties  Survey  Report  concludes  that,  while  a  more 
complete  evaluation  of  the  129  Fremont  building  could  be  made  with  more  information  about 
both  its  history  and  architecture,  at  present  the  building  lacks  significance  and  appears  ineligible 
fortheNRHP.''^ 

The  table  below  summarizes  the  status  of  the  three  existing  buildings  under  historic  registers, 
designations  and  surveys."^ 


Table  1:  Summary  of  Architectural/Historic  Status  of  Existing  Buildings 


301  Mission  St. 


124  Beale  St 


129  Fremont 


National  Register' 
Planning  Code,  Art.  10 
Planning  Code  Art.  11 
Here  Today 
Citywide  Survey 
Splendid  Survivors 
California  Register 


6Y 

Not  Designated 
Unrated 
Not  Included 
Not  Included 
Unrated^ 
Not  Listed' 


6Y 

Not  Designated 
Unrated 
Not  Included 
Not  Included 
Unrated 
Not  Listed 


6Y 

Not  Designated 
Unrated 
Not  Included 
Not  Included 
Unrated 
Not  Listed 


Notes: 

'  The  Historic  Properties  Survey  Report  for  the  Caltrain  San  Francisco  Downtown  Extension  Project 
recommended  a  "6Z"  rating  for  the  above-mentioned  properties.  These  buildings  were  eventually  adopted  through  a 
consensus  determination  of  a  federal  agency  and  the  State  Historic  Preservation  Officer  as  a  National  Register  Status 
Code  of  "6Y".  Both  "6Z"  and  "6Y"  ratings  are  considered  ineligible  for  listing  in  the  National  Register. 
Source:  Office  of  Historic  Preservation,  Instructions  for  Recording  Historical  Resources,  March  1995,  Appendix  2, 
NRHP  Status  Codes. 

In  an  unpublished  1983  manuscript  entitled:  "  Splendid  Extended"  (which  included  South  of  Market 
buildings),  Heritage  rated  the  301  Mission  Street  building  a  "B".  Details  of  this  rating  are  available  from  Heritage. 
This  survey  placed  a  high  value  on  the  history  of  the  building  as  one-time  headquarters  of  the  W.P.  Fuller  Company. 
This  survey  did  not  address  the  extent  of  alterations  to  the  building;  it  valued  the  building's  historic  context,  which 
has  now  been  altered  beyond  recognition,  according  to  Patrick  McGrew,  historic  resource  consultant.  Most  early 
Twentieth  Century  buildings  in  the  project  vicinity  have  been  demolished  or  replaced.  Those  that  remain  are  too  few 
in  number  and  too  dispersed  to  define  the  area's  visual  context,  according  to  the  consultant. 

■*  Because  of  the  "6Y"  rating  under  the  National  Register,  the  building  does  not  satisfy  the  eligibility 
requirements  for  listing  on  the  California  Register. 


Source:  Turnstone  Consulting  and  McGrew  Architects 


'''Ibid. 

Patrick  McGrew,  McGrew  Architects,  Historic  Building  Registry  Review  for  301  Mission,  124  Beale 
Street,  and  129  Fremont  Street,  September  17,  2001.  This  report  is  on  file  with  the  Planning  Department,  1660 
Mission  Street,  San  Francisco,  and  available  for  public  review  as  part  of  the  project  file. 
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No  designated  landmarks  or  buildings  designated  Category  I-IV  under  Article  1 1  of  the  Planning 
Code  are  on  the  site.  No  buildings  on  the  site  are  located  in  a  Conservation  District.  Alteration 
and/or  demolition  of  unrated  (Category  V)  buildings  that  are  not  included  within  the  boundaries 
of  a  Conservation  District  is  essentially  exempt  from  Landmarks  Board  review.  While  the 
Historic  Properties  Survey  Report  concludes  that  a  more  complete  evaluation  of  the  129  Fremont 
Street  building  could  be  made,  at  present  that  building  and  all  other  site  buildings  have  been 
determined  ineligible  for  the  National  Register  and  the  California  Register. 

Thus,  the  existing  buildings  on  the  project  site  are  not  historic  resources  under  CEQA.  Their 
demolition,  therefore,  would  not  have  a  significant  impact  on  historic  architectural  resources,  and 
no  ftirther  analysis  in  the  EIR  is  required. 

OTHER  -  Could  the  project:  Yes  No  Discussed 

Require  approval  and/or  permits  from  City 
Departments  other  than  the  Planning  Depart- 
ment or  the  Department  of  Building  Inspection, 

or  from  regional,  state,  or  federal  agencies?  X_  _  JC_ 

A  list  of  approvals  and  permits  necessary  for  the  project  is  presented  in  the  Compatibility  with 
Existing  Zoning  and  Plans  discussion  above  on  pp.  7-10. 

MITIGATION  MEASURES  Yes  No  N/A  Discussed 

1 .  Could  the  proj ect  have  significant 
effects  if  mitigation  measures  are 

not  included  in  the  project?  X_  _  _  X_ 

2.  Are  all  mitigation  measures  necessary 
to  eliminate  significant  effects 

included  in  the  project?       '  _  _X_  X 

Mitigation  Measure  I:  Noise 

It  is  likely  that  pile  driving  would  be  required  for  this  project.  Therefore  the  project  sponsor  would 
require  construction  contractors  to  predrill  holes  to  the  maximum  depth  feasible  based  on  soil 
conditions.  Contractors  would  be  required  to  use  construction  equipment  with  state-of-the-art  noise 
shielding  and  muffling  devices.  The  project  sponsor  would  also  require  that  contractors  schedule  pile 
driving  activity  for  times  of  the  day  that  would  be  consistent  with  the  San  Francisco  Noise  Ordinance. 

Mitigation  Measure  2:  Construction  Air  Ouality 

To  reduce  particulate  emissions,  the  project  sponsor  would  require  the  contractor(s)  to  spray  the  site 
with  water  during  demolition,  excavation,  and  construction  activities;  spray  unpaved  construction 
areas  with  water  at  least  twice  per  day;  cover  stockpiles  of  soil,  sand,  and  other  material;  cover  trucks 
hauling  debris,  soils,  sand  or  other  such  material;  and  sweep  surrounding  streets  during  demolition, 
excavation,  and  construction  at  least  once  per  day.  Ordinance  175-91,  passed  by  the  Board  of 
Supervisors  on  May  6,  1991,  requires  that  non-potable  water  be  used  for  dust  control  activities. 
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Therefore,  the  project  sponsor  would  require  that  contractor(s)  obtain  reclaimed  water  from  the  Clean 
Water  Program  for  this  purpose.  The  project  sponsor  would  require  the  project  contractor(s)  to 
maintain  and  operate  construction  equipment  so  as  to  minimize  exhaust  emissions  of  particulates  and 
other  pollutants,  by  such  means  as  a  prohibition  on  idling  motors  when  equipment  is  not  in  use  or 
when  trucks  are  waiting  in  queues,  and  implementation  of  specific  maintenance  programs  to  reduce 
emissions  for  equipment  that  would  be  in  frequent  use  for  much  of  the  construction  period. 

Mitigation  Measure  3:  Archaeological  Resources 

Given  the  location  and  depth  of  excavation  proposed,  and  the  likelihood  that  archaeological 
resources  would  be  encountered  on  the  project  site,  the  sponsor  has  agreed  to  retain  the  services 
of  an  archaeologist.  The  archaeologist  would  carry  out  a  pre-excavation  testing  program  to  better 
determine  the  probability  of  finding  cultural  and  historical  remains.  The  testing  program  would 
use  a  series  of  mechanical,  exploratory  borings  or  trenches  and/or  other  testing  methods 
determined  by  the  archaeologist  to  be  appropriate. 

If,  after  testing,  the  archaeologist  determines  that  no  further  investigations  or  precautions  are 
necessary  to  safeguard  potentially  significant  archaeological  resources,  the  archaeologist  would 
submit  a  written  report  to  the  Environmental  Review  Officer  (ERO),  with  a  copy  to  the  project 
sponsor.  If  the  archaeologist  determines  that  further  investigations  or  precautions  are  necessary, 
he/she  shall  consult  with  the  ERO  and  they  shall  jointly  determine  what  additional  procedures  are 
necessary  to  minimize  potential  effects  on  archaeological  resources. 

These  additional  mitigation  measures  would  be  implemented  by  the  project  sponsor  and  might 
include  a  program  of  on-site  monitoring  of  all  site  excavation,  during  which  the  archaeologist 
would  record  observations  in  a  permanent  log.  The  monitoring  program,  whether  or  not  there  are 
finds  of  significance,  would  result  in  a  written  report  to  be  submitted  first  and  directly  to  the 
ERO,  with  a  copy  to  the  project  sponsor.  During  the  monitoring  program,  the  project  sponsor 
would  designate  one  individual  on  site  as  his/her  representative.  This  representative  would  have 
the  authority  to  suspend  work  at  the  site  to  give  the  archaeologist  time  to  investigate  and  evaluate 
archaeological  resources  should  they  be  encountered. 

Should  evidence  of  cultural  resources  of  potential  significance  be  found  during  the  monitoring 
program,  the  archaeologist  would  immediately  notify  the  ERO,  and  the  project  sponsor  would 
halt  any  activities  which  the  archaeologist  and  the  ERO  jointly  determine  could  damage  such 
cultural  resources.  Ground  disturbing  activities  which  might  damage  cultural  resources  would  be 
suspended  for  a  total  maximum  of  four  weeks  over  the  course  of  construction. 

After  notifying  the  ERO,  the  archaeologist  would  prepare  a  written  report  to  be  submitted  first 
and  directly  to  the  ERO,  with  a  copy  to  the  project  sponsor,  which  would  contain  an  assessment 
of  the  potential  significance  of  the  find  and  recommendations  for  what  measures  should  be 
implemented  to  minimize  potential  effects  on  archaeological  resources.  Based  on  this  report,  the 
ERO  would  recommend  specific  additional  mitigation  measures  to  be  implemented  by  the  project 
sponsor.  These  additional  mitigation  measures  might  include  a  site  security  program,  additional 
on-site  investigations  by  the  archaeologist,  and/or  documentation,  preservation,  and  recovery  of 
cultural  material. 
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Finally,  the  archaeologist  would  prepare  a  report  documenting  the  cultural  resources  that  were 
discovered,  an  evaluation  as  to  their  significance,  and  a  description  as  to  how  any  archaeological 
testing,  exploration  and/or  recovery  program  was  conducted. 

Copies  of  all  draft  reports  prepared  according  to  this  mitigation  measure  would  be  sent  first  and 
directly  to  the  ERO  for  review.  Following  approval  by  the  ERO,  copies  of  the  final  report(s) 
would  be  sent  by  the  archaeologist  directly  to  the  President  of  the  Landmarks  Preservation 
Advisory  Board  and  the  California  Historical  Resources  Information  System,  Northwest 
Information  Center.  Three  copies  of  the  final  archaeology  report(s)  shall  be  submitted  to  the 

Major  Environmental  Analysis  Section  of  the  Planning  Department,  accompanied  by  copies  of 
the  transmittals  documenting  its  distribution  to  the  President  of  the  Landmarks  Preservation 
Advisory  Board  and  the  California  Historical  Resources  Information  System,  Northwest 
Information  Center. 

ALTERNATIVES 

The  EIR  will  discuss  several  alternatives  to  the  proposed  project  that  would  reduce  or  eliminate 
significant  environmental  effects.  The  alternatives  will  include  the  following: 

1 .  No  Project.  The  No  Project  Alternative  is  required  by  CEQA  to  be  discussed  in  the  EIR.  The 
existing  buildings  would  remain  on  the  project  site  and  the  northwest  comer  would  remain 
vacant. 

2.  Alternative  Requiring  No  Allowable  Excepfions  to  the  Planning  Code.  This  alternative  would 
not  include  a  height  extension,  would  meet  "S"  bulk  district  requirements,  and  would  have  no 
exceptions  for  facade  width  and  floor  plate  size  above  350  feet  in  height.  It  would  have  two 
subsurface  parking  levels,  rather  than  three. 

3.  Revised  Project  Program.  This  alternative  would  revise  the  allocation  of  floor  area  among 
various  uses  in  the  project.  For  example,  as  the  site  is  in  the  C-3-0  (Downtown  Office)  use 
district,  office  space  could  be  increased  fi^om  132,600  gsf  with  the  project  to  about  300,000  gsf. 
Residential  floor  area  could  be  reduced;  such  an  alternative  would  have  about  1 83  residential 
units,  compared  to  271  units  with  the  proposed  project.  This  alternative  could  also  have  the  same 
136-unit  extended-stay  hotel  as  the  proposed  project. 
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MANDATORY  FINDINGS  OF  SIGNIFICANCE  Yes  No  Discussed 


1.  Does  the  project  have  the  potential  to  degrade  the 
quaHty  of  the  environment,  substantially  reduce 
the  habitat  of  a  fish  or  wildlife  species,  cause 

a  fish  or  wildlife  population  to  drop  below 
self-sustaining  levels,  threaten  to  eliminate 

a  plant  or  animal  community,  reduce  the  number  -  . . 

or  restrict  the  range  of  a  rare  or  endangered 
plant  or  animal,  or  eliminate  important  examples 
of  the  major  periods  of  California  history  or 

pre-history?  _  _X_   

2.  Does  the  project  have  the  potential  to  achieve 
short-term,  to  the  disadvantage  of  long-term, 

environmental  goals?  _  _ 

3.  Does  the  project  have  possible  environmental 
effects  which  are  individually  limited,  but 
cumulatively  considerable?  (Analyze  in  the 
light  of  past  projects,  other  current  projects, 

and  probable  future  projects.)  .  .    -  _K_   

4.  Would  the  project  cause  substantial  adverse 

effects  on  human  beings,  either  directly  or  -  -  - 

indirectly?  _  X_  _ 

The  project  would  contribute  to  cumulative  transportation  (traffic  and  transit),  and  air  quality 
impacts  in  the  Bay  Area.  These  impacts  will  be  analyzed  in  the  EIR. 
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ON  THE  BASIS  OF  THIS  INITIAL  STUDY: 


_  I  find  the  proposed  project  COULD  NOT  have  a  significant  effect  on  the  environment,  and  a 
NEGATIVE  DECLARATION  will  be  prepared. 

 I  find  that  although  the  proposed  project  could  have  a  significant  effect  on  the  environment, 

there  WILL  NOT  be  a  significant  effect  in  this  case  because  the  mitigation  measures  in  the 
discussion  have  been  included  as  part  of  the  proposed  project.  A  NEGATIVE  DECLARATION 
will  be  prepared. 

X  I  find  that  the  proposed  project  MAY  have  a  significant  effect  on  the  environment,  and  an 
ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  REPORT  is  required. 


DATE: 


CfivironmentaJ,^vipw  Officer 

for  / 

Gerald  G.  Green 
Director  of  Planning 


im\smiv. 
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APPENDIX  B 


DETERMINATION  OF  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PLANNING  CODE 
SECTION  295:  SHADOW  ON  RECREATION  AND  PARK  COMMISSION 
PROPERTY 


Final  EIR/ July  31, 2003 


301  Mission  Street  /  2001 .0792E 


PLANNING  DEPARTMENT 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco       1660  Mission  Street,  5'"  Floor       San  Francisco,  CA  94103 
Telephone:  (415)  558-6378       Fax:(415)558-6409       Website:  http://www.ci.sf.ca.us/planninq 


July  15,  2002 


Mark  Farrar 

Mission  Street  Development  Partners,  LLC 
720  Market  Street,  9""  Floor 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

RE:     Case  No.  2001 .0792K 
301  Mission  Street 
Shadow  Analysis 

Dear  Mr.  Farrar: 

Tlie  Planning  Department  has  reviewed  the  above-referenced  project  for  compliance  with 
Section  295  of  the  Planning  Code,  which  restricts  structures  over  40  feet  in  height  from  casting 
new  shadow  on  properties  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Recreation  and  Park  Department. 

Following  an  initial  shadow  analysis,  it  was  determined  that  the  proposed  project  had  the 
potential  to  cast  new  shadow  on  the  following  parks: 

(1)  Chinese  Playground 

(2)  Embarcadero  Plaza  I  (Justin  Herman  Plaza) 

(3)  Embarcadero  Plaza  II 

(4)  Maritime  Plaza 

(5)  Portsmouth  Square 

(6)  St.  Mary's  Square 

(7)  Union  Square 

Based  on  new  information  provided  by  your  consultant,  the  Department  has  determined  that  the 
proposed  project  will  not  impact  any  of  these  parks  or  any  other  properties  protected  by  Section 
295.  The  Department  hereby  concludes  that  the  proposed  project  complies  with  the  provisions 
of  Section  295  of  the  Planning  Code. 

If  you  have  any  questions,  please  contact  me  at  (415)  558-6396. 
Sincerely, 

Michael  Li 


APPENDIX  C 


WIND  TUNNEL  ANALYSIS 


Final  EIR/ July  3 1,2003 


30!  Missien  Street  /  2001 .0792E 


WIND  TUNNEL  ANALYSIS  FOR  THE  PROPOSED 
301  MISSION  STREET  PROJECT,  SAN  FRANCISCO 


Prepared  for: 

Turnstone  Consulting 
330  Towasend  Street,  Suite  216 
San  Francisco,  CA.  94107 


October  2002 


Donald  Ballanti  Certified  consulting  Meteorologist 
1424  Scott  Street  /  El  Cerrito,  California  94530  /  (510)234-6087  /  Fax:  fSlO) 


I.  INTRODUCTION 


The  proposed  project  site  would  be  bounded  by  Fremont  Street,  Mission  Street,  Beale 
Street  and  the  Transbay  Terminal.  The  project  would  be  a  mixed-use  development 
consisting  of  a  high-rise  tower  and  low-rise  office  building  connected  by  an  indoor  park. 
The  high-rise  tower  would  occupy  the  Mission/Fremont  corner  of  the  site.  It  would  be 
605  feet  in  height  and  consist  of  hotel,  apartment  and  condominium  uses.  The  low-rise 
tower(126  feet  tall  plus  penthouse)  would  occupy  the  Mission/Beale  corner  of  the  site 
and  would  provide  office  space.  The  space  between  the  two  towers  would  be  used  as  a 
three-story  glassed-in  atrium. 

The  alternative  design  had  an  identical  footprint  to  the  proposed  project;  the  height  of 
the  high-rise  hotel/apartment/condominium  tower  was  reduced  to  550  feet. 

The  results  of  five  scenarios  are  reported  here: 

(1)  Existing  conditions.  Several  buildings  currently  under  construction  or  approved  were 
included  in  the  model.  These  include  554  Mission,  Foundry  Square,  and  555  Mission. 

(2)  Existing  conditions  plus  the  Proposed  Project. 

(3)  Existing  conditions  plus  the  Alternative  Design. 

(4)  Existing  conditions  plus  the  Proposed  Project  plus  cumulative  development. 
Cumulative  development  consisted  of  the  Full  Buildout  alternative  of  the  Transbay 
Terminal  Redevelopment  Area. 

(5)  Existing  conditions  plus  the  Alternative  Design  plus  cumulative  development. 

Wind  tunnel  studies  were  performed  to  investigate  the  pedestrian  wind  environment 
around  the  project  site.  Pedestrian-level  wind  speeds  were  measured  at  selected  points 
for  the  existing  site  and  with  the  addition  of  the  Proposed  Project  and  Alternative 
Design.  Two  cumulative  runs  were  also  made.  The  wind  tunnel  data  was  used  to 
quantify  wind  impacts  in  public  spaces  near  the  site  and  predict  the  acceptability  of  wind 
conditions  near  the  site.  Interior  rooftop  measurements  were  also  made  to  provide 
information  on  the  usability  of  proposed  outdoor  spaces  within  the  project. 
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li.  METHODOLOGY 


Wind  Tunnel  Facilities 

The  scale  model  was  then  tested  in  a  Boundary  Layer  wind  tunnel  at  the  University  of 
California,  Davis,  under  the  direction  of  Dr.  Bruce  White.  Figure  1  is  a  diagram  of  the 
facility.  These  tests,  however,  were  performed  independent  of  the  University.. 

Model  and  Boundary  Layer 

A  1  inch  equals  50  feet  scale  model  of  the  project  site  and  surrounding  several  blocks 
was  constructed  in  order  to  simulate  the  project  and  its  existing  context.  Wind 
obstructions  located  further  away  from  the  project  site  were  considered  part  of  the 
general  roughness  of  the  site,  and  were  modeled  as  part  of  the  characteristic 
atmospheric  boundary  layer  in  the  wind  tunnel. 

Simulation  of  the  boundary  layer  in  the  natural  wind  is  achieved  by  turbulence 
generators  placed  upwind  of  the  test  section.  This  allows  for  adjustment  in  the  wind 
characteristics  to  provide  for  different  model  scales  and  varying  terrain  upwind  of  the 
project. 

Measurement  Protocols 

The  velocity  measurements  in  this  study  were  made  with  a  hot  wire  anemometer.  A 
total  of  36  velocity  measurement  locations  were  selected  for  this  study  located  along 
sidewalk  areas  adjacent  to  and  near  the  project  site  for  all  runs.  An  additional  5 
measurements  were  made  in  the  rooftop  space  to  be  created  on  the  office  low-rise 
tower. 

In  accordance  with  the  San  Francisco  Wind  Ordinance  methodology  for  wind  tunnel 
tests  the  model  was  tested  for  four  wind  directions:  northwest,  west-northwest,  west  and 
west-southwest. 
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Figure  1:  UC  Davis  Boundary  Layer  Wind  Tunnel 
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III.  CRITERIA  AND  HISTORICAL  WIND  RECORDS 


Wind  conditions  partly  determine  pedestrian  comfort  on  sidewalks  and  in  other  public 
areas.  In  downtown  areas,  high-rise  buildings  can  redirect  wind  flows  around  buildings 
and  divert  winds  downward  to  street  level;  each  can  result  increased  wind  speed  and 
turbulence  at  street  level. 

The  comfort  of  pedestrians  varies  under  different  conditions  of  sun  exposure, 
temperature,  clothing,  and  wind  speed.  Winds  up  to  four  MPH  have  no  noticeable  effect 
on  pedestrian  comfort.  With  winds  from  four  to  eight  MPH,  wind  is  felt  on  the  face. 
Winds  from  8  to  13  MPH  will  disturb  hair,  cause  clothing  to  flap,  and  extend  a  light  flag 
mounted  on  a  pole.  For  winds  from  19  to  26  MPH,  the  force  of  the  wind  will  be  felt  on 
the  body.  At  26  MPH  to  34  MPH  wind,  umbrellas  are  used  with  difficulty,  hair  is  blown 
straight,  there  is  difficulty  in  walking  steadily,  and  wind  noise  is  unpleasant.  Winds  over 
34  MPH  increase  difficulty  with  balance  and  gusts  can  blow  people  over.^ 

The  City  of  San  Francisco  Planning  Code  establishes  wind  criteria  for  the  Rincon  Hill 
Special  Use  District  under  Section  249.1  of  the  Planning  Code.  Section  249.1  of  the 
Planning  Code  sets  comfort  levels  of  7  MPH  equivalent  wind  speed  for  public  seating 
areas  and  11  MPH  equivalent  wind  speed  for  areas  of  substantial  pedestrian  use.  In 
addition  to  comfort  criteria  San  Francisco  Planning  Code  establishes  a  wind  hazard 
criterion.  The  hazard  criterion  is  set  at  a  hourly  averaged  wind  speed  of  26  MPH,  which 
is  not  to  be  exceeded  more  than  once  during  a  year. 

Predictions  of  wind  speed  are  based  upon  historical  wind  records  from  the  U.S. 
Weather  Bureau  weather  station  atop  the  old  Federal  Building  at  50  United  Nations 
Plaza  during  the  years  1945-1950.  This  data  base,  comprised  of  32,795  hourly 
observations  is  of  sufficient  length  to  provide  a  reliable  estimate  of  future  climatic 
conditions  in  San  Francisco. 

Table  1  shows  that  average  wind  speeds  are  greatest  in  the  summer  and  least  in  the 
fall.  Winds  also  exhibit  a  diurnal  variation  with  the  strongest  winds  occurring  in  the 
afternoon,  and  lightest  winds  occurring  in  the  early  morning. 

Winds  in  San  Francisco  are  most  frequently  from  the  west  to  northwest  directions, 
reflecting  the  persistence  of  sea  breezes.  Wind  direction  is  most  variable  in  the  winter. 
The  approach  of  winter  storms  often  results  in  southerty  winds.  Although  not  as  frequent 
as  westerly  winds,  these  southerly  winds  are  often  strong.  The  strongest  winds  in  San 
Francisco  are  typically  from  the  south  during  the  approach  of  a  winter  storm. 
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IV.  ANALYSIS 


The  San  Francisco  wind  code  is  based  on  wind  acceptability  criteria  defined  in  terms  of 
"equivalent  wind  speed"  (EWS).  EWS  denotes  the  mean  hourly  wind  speed  adjusted  to 
account  for  the  expected  turbulence  intensity  or  gustiness  at  the  site.  The  wind  speed 
limits  in  the  code  were  developed  with  an  inherent  turbulence  intensity  of  15%.  When 
the  measured  turbulence  intensity  at  a  point  is  greater  than  15%,  the  equivalent  wind 
speed  is  calculated  by  multiplying  the  mean  velocity  at  the  point  by  a  weighting  factor 
according  to  the  following  formula: 

EWS  =  Vm  (2*TI  +  0.7)  where: 

Vm  =  mean  pedestrian-level  wind  speed 
Tl  =  turbulence  intensity 

For  measured  turbulence  intensities  less  than  15%,  EWS  is  taken  to  be  equal  to  Vm. 

Pedestrian  Locations 

Each  wind-tunnel  measurement  results  in  a  ratio  that  relates  the  speed  of  ground-level 
wind  to  the  speed  at  the  reference  elevation,  in  this  case  the  height  of  the  Old  San 
Francisco  Federal  Building.  The  frequency  with  which  a  particular  wind  velocity  is 
exceeded  at  any  test  location  is  then  calculated  by  using  the  measured  wind-tunnel  ratio 
and  a  specified  ground  speed  to  determine  the  corresponding  reference  wind  speed  for 
each  direction.  In  general,  this  gives  different  reference  speeds  for  each  major 
directional  component  of  the  wind.  The  wind  data  for  San  Francisco  are  then  used  to 
calculate  the  percentage  of  the  time  that  the  specific  ground-level  wind  speed  is- 
exceeded  for  each  directional  component.  The  sum  of  these  is  the  total  percentage  of 
time  that  the  specified  ground-level  wind  speed  is  exceeded.  A  computer  is  used  to 
calculate  the  total  percentages  for  a  series  of  wind  speeds  until  the  speed  exceeded  ten 
percent  of  the  time  is  found,  for  each  location. 

The  mean  wind  speeds  are  compared  to  the  comfort  criterion  of  1 1  mph  for  pedestrian 
areas,  not  to  be  exceeded  more  than  10  percent  of  the  time.  Separate  calculations 
evaluate  compliance  with  the  hazard  criterion.  The  wind  data  observed  at  the  Old  San 
Francisco  Federal  Building  are  not  full  hour  average  speeds  as  specified  by  the  Code, 
so  it  is  necessary  to  adjust  the  equivalent  speeds  to  obtain  the  hourly  average  of  26 
mph.^ 

The  wind  speed  that  would  be  exceeded  10%  of  the  time  at  each  measuring  location  is 
shown  in  Table  2.  The  locations  of  measurement  points  are  shown  in  Figure  2  and  3. 
Sidewalks  are  pedestrian  locations  where  the  1 1  MPH  comfort  criterion  is  applicable. 
For  nearby  public  plazas  or  sitting  areas  the  more  stringent  7  MPH  comfort  criterion 
applies,  and  the  sitting  area  criterion  has  been  applied  to  rooftop  outdoor  space  within 
the  project  to  evaluate  the  usability  of  that  space. 
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Figure  2:  Ground-Level  Measurement  Locations 
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Figure  3:  Rooftop  Measurement  Locations 
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Table  2:  Wind  Speed  Exceeded  10%  of  the  Time 


Pnint 

Proiprt 

AftArnativA 

Lwl  1  1  CI  LI  V  W 

Proiect  + 
Cumulative 

AltGrnative+ 
Cumulative 

1 

7 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

2 

7 

5 

6 

6 

5 

5 

3 

7 

9 

8 

8 

9 

9 

4 

11 

5 

4 

5 

6 

5 

5 

11 

11 

12 

8 

7 

5 

6 

11 

5 

6 

5 

6  _j 

7 

7 

11 

4 

7 

6 

9 

9 

8 

11 

8 

8 

8 

9 

7 

9 

11 

7 

7 

7 

7 

8 

10 

11 

8 

7 

7 

7 

8 

11 

11 

11 

10 

9 

8 

8 

12 

11 

10 

7 

6 

13 

12 

13 

11 

9 

10 

8 

10 

10 

14 

11 

7 

8 

7 

9 

10 

15 

11 

7 

9 

9 

10 

10 

16 

11 

5 

7 

6 

8 

7 

17 

11 

8 

7 

6 

5 

6 

18 

11 

7 

7 

7 

7 

3 

19 

11 

11 

10 

9 

- 

- 

20 

11 

8 

7 

8 

7 

8 

21 

11 

11 

9 

6 

8 

9 

22 

11 

10 

8 

7 

11 

12 

23 

11 

7 

7 

6 

6 

5 

24 

4 

2 

2 

4 

5 

25 

6 

6 

5 

4 

4 

26 

9 

9 

9 

9 

5 

27 

4 

5 

4 

5 

4 

Predicted  wind  exceeding  comfort  standards  are  shown  in  bold. 
*  Denotes  location  exceeding  the  hazard  criterion. 
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Table  2:  Wind  Speed  Exceeded  10%  of  the  Time  (Cont.) 


Point 

Standard 

Existing 

Project 

Alternative 

Project  + 
Cumulative. 

Alternative  + 
Cumulative 

28 

11 

5 

6 

6 

5 

6 

29 

11 

10 

10 

9 

4 

4 

30 

11 

6 

6 

5 

4 

3 

31 

11 

8 

10 

10 

9 

8 

32 

11 

6 

5 

5 

5 

5 

33 

11 

8 

9 

8 

7 

7 

34 

11 

5 

6 

6 

5 

4 

35 

11 

7 

5 

6 

5 

6 

36 

11 

8 

8 

9 

7 

8 

37 

7 

_ 

5 

5 

5 

5 

38 

7 

6 

5 

6 

6 

39 

7 

8 

8 

12 

14 

40 

7 

7 

8 

8 

7 

41 

7 

7 

7 

11 

9 

Predicted  wind  exceeding  comfort  standards  are  shown  in  bold. 
*  Denotes  location  exceeding  tlie  hazard  criterion. 


Existing  Conditions 

No  violations  of  the  wind  hazard  criterion  were  measured  for  existing  conditions.  The 
range  of  ground-level  wind  speeds  was  4  to  1 1  mph.  Exceedances  of  the  comfort  criteria 
were  found  at  1  of  the  36  measurement  locations  for  existing  conditions. 

Existing  +  Proposed  Project 

No  violations  of  the  wind  hazard  criterion  were  measured.  The  project  generally  had  a 
neutral  effect  on  wind,  with  13  points  having  increased  wind,  13  points  having  decreased 
wind  and  10  points  having  unchanged  winds.  The  range  of  ground-level  wind  speeds  was 
2  to  12  mph.  The  number  of  ground-level  locations  exceeding  the  comfort  criteria  was  2  of 
36. 
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Existing  +  Alternative  Design 

No  violations  of  the  wind  hazard  criterion  were  measured.  The  range  of  ground-level  wind 
speeds  was  2  to  10  mph.  The  Alternative  Design  generally  had  a  positive  effect  on  wind, 
with  8  points  having  increased  wind,  17  points  having  decreased  wind  and  11  points 
having  unchanged  winds.  The  number  of  ground-level  locations  exceeding  the  comfort 
criterion  was  1  of  36. 

Existing  +  Proposed  Project  +  Proposed  Transbay  Cumulative 

No  violations  of  the  wind  hazard  criterion  were  measured.  The  range  of  ground-level  wind 
speeds  was  4  to  13  mph.  This  scenario  resulted  in  2  locations  of  36  exceeding  the  comfort 
criterion. 

The  Full  Buildout  alternative  of  the  Transbay  Terminal  Redevelopment  Area  includes  a 
multi-story  building  covering  measurement  point  19  in  what  is  now  open  space  in  front  of 
the  Transbay  Terminal.  A  plaza  is  also  being  considered  for  that  location  adjacent  to  a 
roughly  400-foot  tall  hotel.  A  plaza  at  that  location  would  be  unaffected  by  development 
on  the  project  site,  since  it  is  generally  in  an  upwind  direction  from  the  project  site  and  the 
two  sites  would  be  physically  separated  by  a  roughly  400-foot  high  hotel  structure. 

Existing  +  Alternative  Design  +  Proposed  Transbay  Cumulative 

No  violations  of  the  wind  hazard  code  were  measured.  The  range  of  ground-level  wind 
speeds  was  3  to  12  mph.  This  scenario  resulted  in  3  locations  of  36  exceeding  the  comfort 
criteria. 

The  Full  Buildout  alternative  of  the  Transbay  Terminal  Redevelopment  Area  includes  a 
multi-story  building  covering  measurement  point  19  in  what  is  now  open  space  in  front  of 
the  Transbay  Terminal.  A  plaza  is  also  being  considered  for  that  location  adjacent  to  a 
roughly  400-foot  tall  hotel.  A  plaza  at  that  location  would  be  unaffected  by  development 
on  the  project  site,  since  it  is  generally  in  an  upwind  direction  from  the  project  site  and  the 
two  sites  would  be  physically  separated  by  a  roughly  400-foot  high  hotel  structure. 

Rooftop  Open  Space 

Winds  in  the  newly  created  rooftop  space  (points  37-41)  would  meet  or  slightly  exceed  the 
sitting  area  comfort  criterion  of  7  MPH  with  either  the  Proposed  Project  or  Alternative 
Design.  Cumulative  development  would  negatively  affect  parts  of  this  rooftop  space, 
causing  some  additional  exceedances  of  the  sitting  area  comfort  criterion. 
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V.  RECOMMENDATIONS 


The  rooftop  area  of  the  office  tower  would  contain  areas  with  winds  well  excess  of  the  7 
MPH  sitting  area  comfort  criterion,  particularly  with  cunnulative  development.  This  space 
should  be  landscaped  to  reduce  wind  and  improve  usability.  Porous  materials  or 
structures  (vegetation,  hedges,  screens,  latticework,  perforated  or  expanded  metal)  offer 
superior  wind  shelter  compared  to  a  solid  surface.  Outdoor  sitting  or  eating  areas  will 
need  substantial  wind  shelter.  Wind  sheltering  elements  should  have  sufficient  height  to 
shelter  the  area  in  question  (wind  shadows  behind  porous  wind  screens  or  shelter  belts 
provide  shelter  a  distance  downwind  equivalent  to  3-5  times  the  height  of  the  wind  screen). 

The  project  would  result  in  winds  increasing  to  just  above  the  comfort  criterion  at  Location 
5  on  the  north  side  of  Mission  Street  opposite  the  East  Bay  Terminal.  It  is  recommended 
that  street  trees  be  planted  along  this  sidewalk  area.  The  addition  of  street  trees  along 
this  block  would  be  expected  to  reduce  winds  along  the  sidewalk  on  the  order  of  10%.  A 
reduction  of  this  magnitude  would  be  sufficient  eliminate  the  exceedance  of  the  comfort 
criterion. 
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GENERAL  PLAN  ROADWAY  CLASSIFICATIONS 

The  San  Francisco  Planning  Department  has  developed  a  street  hierarchy  system  for  the  City  and 
County  of  San  Francisco,  in  which  the  function  and  design  of  each  street  are  consistent  with  the 
character  and  use  of  adjacent  land.  The  major  classifications  in  the  Vehicle  Circulation  Plan  of 
the  San  Francisco  General  Plan  are: 

•  Freeways:  Limited  access,  very  high  capacity  facilities;  primary  function  is  to  carry 
intercity  traffic;  they  may,  as  a  result  of  route  location,  also  serve  the  secondary  fiinction 
of  providing  for  travel  between  distant  sections  in  the  city. 

•  Major  Arterials:  Cross-town  thoroughfares  whose  primary  function  is  to  link  districts 
within  the  city  and  to  distribute  traffic  from  and  to  the  freeways;  these  are  routes 
generally  of  citywide  significance;  of  varying  capacity  depending  on  the  travel  demand 
for  the  specific  direction  and  adjacent  land  uses. 

•  Transit  Conflict  Streets:  Streets  with  a  primary  transit  fiinction  which  are  not  classified 
as  major  arterials  but  experience  significant  conflicts  with  automobile  traffic. 

•  Secondary  Arterials:  Primarily  intra-district  routes  of  varying  capacity  serving  as 
collectors  for  the  major  thoroughfares;  in  some  cases  supplemental  to  the  major  arterial 
system. 

•  Recreational  Streets:  A  special  category  of  street  whose  major  function  is  to  provide 
for  slow  pleasure  drives  and  cyclist  and  pedestrian  use;  more  highly  valued  for 
recreational  use  than  for  traffic  movement.  The  order  of  priority  for  these  streets  should 
be  to  accommodate:  1)  pedestrians,  hiking  trails  or  wilderness  routes,  as  appropriate; 

•  2)  cyclists;  3)  equestrians;  4)  automobile  scenic  driving.  This  should  be  slow  and 
consistent  with  the  topography  and  nature  of  the  area. 

•  Collector  Streets:  Relatively  low-capacity  streets  serving  local  distribution  functions 
primarily  in  large,  low-density  areas,  connecting  to  major  and  secondary  arterials. 

•  Local  Streets:  All  other  streets  intended  for  access  to  abutting  residential  and  other  land 
uses,  rather  than  for  through  traffic;  generally  of  lowest  capacity. 

In  addition  to  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Department's  roadway  classifications,  the  freeways, 
major  arterials,  and  transit  conflict  streets  are  included  in  the  Congestion  Management  Program 
(CMP)  Network  and  Metropolitan  Transportation  System  (MTS)  Network  (see  below). 
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Transit  Preferential  Streets 

The  Transit  Preferential  Street  network  classification  system  takes  into  consideration  all 
transportation  functions,  and  identifies  the  major  transit  routes  where  general  traffic  should  be 
routed  away  from.  There  are  two  classifications  of  transit  preferential  streets:  Primary  Transit 
Streets,  which  are  either  transit-oriented  or  transit-important;  and  Secondary  Transit  Streets. 

Primary  Transit  Street  -  Transit-Oriented:  Not  major  arterials,  with  either  high 
transit  ridership,  a  high  frequency  of  service,  or  surface  rail.  Along  these  streets,  the 
emphasis  should  be  on  moving  transit  vehicles,  and  impacts  on  automobile  traffic  should 
be  of  secondary  concern. 

•  Primary  Transit  Street  -  Transit-Important:  Major  arterials,  with  either  high  transit 
ridership,  high  frequency  of  service,  or  surface  rail.  Along  these  streets,  the  goal  is  to 
improve  the  balance  between  modes  of  transportation,  and  the  emphasis  should  be  on 
moving  people  and  goods,  rather  than  on  moving  vehicles. 

•  Secondary  Transit  Street:  Medium  transit  ridership  and  low-to-medium  frequency  of 
service,  or  medium  frequency  of  service  and  low-to-medium  fransit  ridership,  or 
connects  two  or  more  major  destinations. 

In  general,  it  is  City  policy  that  transit  preferential  treatments  should  be  concentrated  on  the  most 
important  transit  sfreets,  and  the  treatments  applied  should  respond  to  all  transportation  needs  of 
the  street.  For  example,  on  streets  that  are  major  arterials  for  transit  and  not  for  automobile 
traffic,  treatments  should  emphasize  transit  priority;  on  streets  that  are  major  arterials  for  both 
fransit  and  automobiles,  treatments  should  emphasize  a  balance  between  the  modes.  It  is  also 
City  policy  that  automobile  facility  features  (such  as  driveways  and  loading  docks)  should  be 
reduced,  relocated  or  prohibited  on  transit  preferential  streets  in  order  to  avoid  traffic  conflicts 
and  automobile  congestion. 

Citywide  Pedestrian  Networlc 

The  Citywide  Pedestrian  Network  is  a  classification  of  streets  throughout  the  City  used  to  identify 
streets  devoted  to  or  primarily  oriented  to  pedestrian  use.  The  main  classifications  are: 

•  Citywide  Pedestrian  Network  Street:  An  inter-neighborhood  connection  with 
"citywide  significance"  includes  both  exclusive  pedestrian  and  pedestrian-oriented 
vehicular  streets.  These  streets  include  the  Bay,  Ridge,  and  Coast  trails,  are  used  by 
commuters,  tourists,  general  public  and  recreaters,  and  connect  major  institutions  with 
fransit  facilities. 
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•  Neighborhood  Network  Street:  A  neighborhood  commercial,  residential  or  transit 

street  that  serves  pedestrians  from  the  general  vicinity.  Some  streets  may  be  part  of  the 
Citywide  network,  but  are  generally  oriented  towards  neighborhood-serving  uses.  Types 
include  exclusive  pedestrian  and  pedestrian-oriented  vehicular  streets.  As  part  of  the 
Neighborhood  Network  Street  network,  streets  are  classified  as  Neighborhood 
Commercial  Streets,  which  are  streets  that  are  predominately  commercial  use  with 
parking  and  loading  conflicts,  or  Neighborhood  Network  Connection  Streets,  which 
are  intra-neighborhood  connection  streets  that  connect  neighborhood  destinations. 

In  general,  it  is  City  policy  that  sufficient  pedestrian  movement  space  should  be  provided  to 
minimize  pedestrian  congestion,  sidewalks  should  be  widened  where  intensive  commercial, 
recreational  or  institutional  activity  is  present,  and  efforts  should  be  made  to  ensure  convenient 
and  safe  pedestrian  crossings  at  intersections. 

Congestion  Management  Program  (CMP)  Network 

The  CMP  Network  is  the  network  of  freeways,  state  highways,  major  arterials  and  transit  conflict 
streets  (see  Roadway  Classifications,  above)  established  in  accordance  with  state  Congestion 
Management  legislation.  As  part  of  the  CMP,  the  San  Francisco  County  Transportation 
Authority  is  required  to  determine  the  level  of  service  (LOS)  for  the  CMP  Network  streets  every 
two  years.  The  LOS  is  based  on  the  average  travel  speed  for  each  roadway  segment  during  both 
the  AM  and  PM  peak  periods.  The  level  of  service  standard  is  LOS  E,  except  for  roadway 
segments  that  operated  at  LOS  F  in  1991  (when  the  first  study  was  performed).  The  CMP 
requires  development  of  "Deficiency  Plans"  for  any  CMP-designated  roadway  that  operate  at 
LOS  F.  These  plans  include  an  analysis  of  the  causes  of  the  deficiency,  a  list  of  improvements 
that  would  have  to  be  made  to  prevent  the  deficiency  from  occurring  (including  cost  estimates),  a 
list  of  improvements  proposed  as  part  of  the  plan,  and  an  action  plan  for  implementation  of  the 
improvements  (including  an  implementation  schedule). 

Table  D-1  shows  the  most-recently  determined  travel  speeds  and  levels  of  service  for  the  CMP 
network  streets  in  the  vicinity  of  the  project  area  for  the  weekday  PM  peak  period  (generally  4:00 
to  6:00  PM). 

For  the  other  CMP  network  roadway  segments  in  the  vicinity  of  the  project  site,  no  travel  speed 
or  level  of  service  information  is  provided. 

Metropolitan  Transportation  System  (MTS)  Network 

The  MTS  Network  is  defined  by  Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission  (MTC)  as  part  of  its 
Regional  Transportation  Plan.  The  MTS  is  a  regional  network  of  roadways,  transit  corridors  and 
transfer  points,  identified  by  the  MTC  on  the  basis  of  specific  criteria.  The  criteria  identified 
facilities  that  provide  relief  to  congested  corridors,  improve  connectivity,  accommodate  travel 
demand  and  serve  a  regional  transportation  fimction.  The  State  highways  and  major 
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thoroughfares  designated  in  San  Francisco's  CMP  roadway  network  are  all  included  in  the 
regional  MTS  network.  There  are  a  few  instances  in  which  the  local  CMP  network  is  not 
identical  to  the  MTS  network  due  to  differences  in  the  criteria  used  to  define  each  network. 


1  duic  u-i.  ixoduwdv  rcriormdncc 

-  Weekday  PM  Peak  Period 

Roadway  Segment 

1.  I  a  T 

T.OS 

Year  Reported 

LiUll 

M^arlcpt  -  \/fin  Npss  to  F)nimm 

E 

6.3 

F 

1995 

\4ar]cpt  -  Ommm  to  Van  T^pss 

W 

15.5 

C 

1993 

Mi<;<;inn  -  Fmharradpro  to  Third 

c 

n 

1999 

Mission  -Third  to  Embarcadero 

N 

<  1 

^  .  1 

1 

1999 

Howard  -  Embarcadero  to  Van 

W 

vv 

1  3  6 

r 

1993 

Ness 

Harrison  -  Embarcadero  to  First 

w 

9.4 

D 

1999 

Harrison  -  First  to  Fourth 

w 

20.5 

B 

1993 

Bryant  -  Fourth  to  Embarcadero 

E 

13.2 

C 

Embarcadero  -  N.  Point  to 

S 

16.4 

C 

1995 

Townsend 

Embarcadero  -  Townsend  to  N. 

N 

16.7 

C 

1993 

Point 

Main  -  Mission  to  Market 

N 

7.7 

E 

1999 

Beale  -  Clay  to  Mission 

S 

13.4 

C 

1993 

Fremont  -  Harrison  to  Market 

N 

16.6 

C 

1997 

First  -  Market  to  Harrison 

S 

15.5 

C 

1993 

1-80 -US  101  to  Fremont 

E 

25.9 

F 

1993 

1-80  -  Fremont  to  Treasure  Island 

E 

23.1 

F 

1999 

1-80  -  Treasure  Island  to  Fremont, 

W 

26.3 

F 

1993 

1-80  -  Fremont  to  US  101 

W 

21.5 

F 

1993 

Source:  Wilbur  Smith  Associates,  San  Francisco  Transportation  Authority  -  August  2001. 


LEVELS  OF  SERVICE  DEFINITIONS 

Intersection  operating  conditions  are  described  by  Levels  of  Service  (LOS).  LOS  is  a  qualitative 
description  of  an  intersection's  performance,  based  on  the  average  delay  per  vehicle.  LOS 
definitions  are  different  for  signalized  and  unsignalized  intersections.  Tables  D-2  and  D-3 
provide  these  definitions. 
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Table  D-2:  Signalized  Intersection  Level  of  Service  Definitions 


Lievei  01 
Service 

oioppeu  ueiay 
(sec/veh) 

1  ypicai  1  raiiic  i^onuiiions 

A 

<5.0 

Insignificant  Delays:  Progression  is  extremely  favorable,  and  most 
vehicles  arrive  during  the  green  phase.  Most  vehicles  do  not  stop  at 
all. 

D 
13 

J.  1  -  1 J .U 

IV/finimol  T^aIcivc*   r^i=*npri^  1  Iv  crnnH  ■nrnorpQCinn   cHnrt  fVflp  IpnotHQ 
iTXlUllll«l                        vJClldd.iijr  ^UULl  Ui Ugi CoolUll,  L)iiUi  L  CyClC  iCli^Ulo, 

or  both.  More  vehicles  stop  than  with  LOS  A. 

c 

15.1-25.0 

Acceptable  Delays:  Fair  progression,  longer  cycle  lengths,  or  both. 
Individual  cycle  failures  may  begin  to  appear,  though  many  still 
pass  through  the  intersection  without  stopping.  Most  drivers  feel 

Qi^mpwliat  rpQtnpfpH 

D 

25.1  -40.0 

Tolerable  Delays:  The  influence  of  congestion  becomes  more 
noticeable.  Longer  delays  may  result  from  some  combination  of 
unfavorable  progression,  long  cycle  lengths,  or  high  v/c  ratios. 
Many  vehicles  stop,  and  the  proportion  of  vehicles  not  stopping 
ucLiiiicb.  iiiuiviuudi  cycle  iduurcb  arc  nuLiccdDic.  v^ucucb  iiidy 
develop  but  dissipate  rapidly,  without  excessive  delays. 

E 

40.1  -60.0 

Significant  Delays:  Considered  by  many  agencies  to  be  the  limit 
of  acceptable  delay.  These  high  delay  values  generally  indicate 
poor  progression,  long  cycle  lengths,  and  high  v/c  ratios.  Individual 
cycle  failures  are  frequent  occurrences.  Vehicles  may  wait  through 
several  signal  cycles  and  long  queues  of  vehicles  form  upstream. 

F 

>60.0 

Excessive  Delays:  Considered  to  be  unacceptable  to  most  drivers. 
Often  occurs  with  oversaturation,  that  is,  when  arrival  flow  rates 
exceed  the  capacity  of  the  intersection.  Poor  progression  and  long 
cycle  lengths  may  also  be  major  contributing  causes  to  such  delay 
levels.  Queues  may  block  upstream  intersections. 

Sources:  Highway  Capacity  Manual,  Special  Report  No.  209,  1985,  3"^  edition,  Transportation  Research  Board, 
Washington,  D.C.  (Updated  1994);  Wilbur  Smith  Associates,  2002 
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Table  D-3:  All-Way  Stop  Controlled  Intersection  LOS  Definitions 


Level  of  Service 

Average  Total  Delay 
(seconds/vehicle) 

A 

<5.0 

B 

5.1  -  10.0 

C 

10.1  -20.0 

D 

20.1  -30.0 

E 

30.1  -45.0 

F 

>45.0 

Sources:  Highway  Capacity  Manual,  Special  Report  No.  209,  1985,  3""  ed.  Transportation  Research  Board, 
Washington,  D.C.  (Updated  1994);  Transportation  Research  Circular  373:  Interim  Research  Board,  Washington,  D.C.; 
Wilbur  Smith  Associates,  2002 
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